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Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) 
 
CGIAR Annual General Meeting, 2006 (AGM06) 
 
Agenda Item 6. Evaluation 
..... 
 
(c) External Program and Management Review of ICRAF1 
 
In introducing the item, K. Sierra announced that U.S. Congress voted yesterday to confer the 
Congressional Gold Medal on Norman Borlaug. 
 
The Chair noted that the ICRAF EPMR report was discussed at the April 2006 SC meeting and 
May 2006 ExCo meeting.  ExCo also discussed follow-up actions at its October 2006 meeting.  She 
also noted the participation, through videoconference, of the Panel Chair, Jeff Burley, and invited 
comments from Members. 
 
Discussion: 
• One Member pointed out the practical work of the Center and expressed concern that all 
aspects of the interaction between the Board Chair and the Panel Chair should be discussed.  
• Another Member pointed to the need for ICRAF to work more closely with CIFOR and to 
even look at a possible merger of the two Centers. 
• The ICRAF EPMR has prompted various components of the System to think more about the 
“research for development” continuum. 
• ICRAF was asked about what it has done regarding the course correction recommendation 
on the “research vs. development” issue. 
• It was pointed out that the Africa Highland Initiative coordinated by ICRAF was an attempt 
to do a lot of what the SSA CP seeks to accomplish, and the Center could therefore help the 
SSA CP. 
• Some Members reiterated that the EPMR meta-analysis should look at the implications of 
EPMR findings and recommendations and what is done after a review is completed, since it 
seems to vary from Center to Center.  The need to consider the Center’s comparative 
advantage vis-à-vis other agroforestry institutes was also raised. 
• J. Burley emphasized that agroforestry should be strengthened and fully recognized.  He 
clarified that the review report was written with the best intention to encourage the Center.  
He added that agroforestry has an important role to play and is relevant for the future.  He 
further noted that the recommendation on coaching for senior management should not be 
seen as derogatory but as a means to update knowledge on modern management methods 
and technologies. 
• P. Pinstrup Andersen noted that a follow-up review will be conducted in May 2007 to assess 
progress in implementation of recommendations on development of a strategic plan and in 
programmatic areas. 
                                                     
1 Extract from the Summary Record of Proceedings of Annual General Meeting, 6-7 December 2006. 
 vi 
• ICRAF Board Chair, Eugene Terry assured the CGIAR that the Board takes the issue of 
malfeasance very seriously and has clear and explicit guidelines in its policy manual on how 
to treat malfeasance.  ICRAF DG Dennis Garrity acknowledged that all 15 recommendations 
were very constructive, and that the Center has already started making an effort to narrow 
focus on strategic research areas. 
• Regarding follow-up process on EPMRs, F. Reifscneider clarified the steps that various 
players in the System take, i.e. the Center Board and management decide what specific action 
to take on the recommendations, ExCo is also informed about follow-up for three years after 
an EPMR is conducted, and in some cases very specific follow-up actions are recommended 
by ExCo/CGIAR, as in the case of ICRAF. 
 
Decision:  
• The CGIAR expressed appreciation for the candid and constructive EPMR and encouraged the ICRAF 
Board to continue its efforts to strengthen governance and oversight of financial management, audit 
and risks. 
• The CGIAR endorsed the ICRAF EPMR and ExCo 10 and 11 recommendations (below). 
• The CGIAR looks forward to the outcome of the assessment of the Performance Improvement Plan for 
the Center’s DG and senior management (February 2007), and to the follow-up review in May 2007. 
 
ExCo 10 Conclusions and ExCo Recommendations to the CGIAR: 
• ExCo commends the ICRAF EPMR Panel for the incisive report and recommends that the CGIAR 
endorse the EPMR recommendations. 
• ExCo welcomed comments from the Center Board Chair and Director General. 
• ExCo agrees with the SC’s recommendation to conduct a follow-up review by May 2007 to assess 
progress made by the Center on two programmatic aspects:  consolidation of its strategic research 
priorities into a long-term strategic plan and analysis of the likely impacts of the Center’s involvement 
in large development projects. 
• ExCo also endorses the CGIAR Secretariat’s recommendation that:  
• ICRAF’s BOT be requested to develop and implement a performance improvement plan for the 
Director General, and if required for his senior leadership team. 
• ICRAF BOT, in collaboration with the CGIAR Secretariat, makes an assessment of the progress that 
has been made, by end of October 2006, through a specific review. 
• The review should be completed for discussion at AGM06. 
• ExCo 11 Conclusion: 
• The ICRAF BOT, in collaboration with the CGIAR Secretariat, will report on their assessment of the 
progress made by the Director General on the Performance Improvement Plan by February 2007. 
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Science Council Commentary 
on the Third EPMR of the World Agroforestry Center (ICRAF) 
 
April 2006 
 
 
The Report of the Third EPMR of ICRAF was discussed at the Fifth Meeting of the SC (April 10-
12, 2006) in the presence of Panel Member, Dr. Chris Harwood (on behalf of Prof. Jeffery Burley, 
Panel Chair, who was unavailable due to illness), the Chair of ICRAF’s Board of Trustees, Dr. 
Eugene Terry, and the Director General of ICRAF, Dr. Dennis Garrity. The SC thanks the Panel 
Chair and Members for a constructive, frank and thorough report offering a clear overview and 
assessment of ICRAF’s research, management and governance. The Panel clearly recognizes the 
seminal contributions ICRAF has made to defining and advancing the science of agroforestry and 
the importance to the CGIAR of developing and implementing a strategic vision for systems-
based integrated natural resources management (INRM) that fully involves both the biophysical 
and social sciences.    
 
The Panel notes, in particular, that the Center undertook nine CCERs in the intervening seven 
years, including four in 2005 alone, and that the Panel carefully reviewed each of these. In 
response to the 2nd EPMR (1998), the Center developed a new strategy document in 2000, has 
monitored and adapted its organizational arrangements to address its updated strategy, 
reorganizing programs and integrating the research and development-support aspects of its 
agenda within each global theme in 2003, ultimately leading to a new Vision and Strategic 
Planning Framework adopted in 2005.  The Panel endorses ICRAF’s vision, mission and goals 
and found them well-aligned with the new System priorities.  Indeed, the Panel confirms that 
“ICRAF is well positioned to address the new CGIAR priorities…and can contribute to each of 
the five CGIAR system priority areas”.   
 
The Report of the 3rd EPMR makes 15 constructive recommendations: 2 concerning strategic 
research priorities, 4 on Regions and Systemwide programs, 6 on Governance and Management, 
and 3 on internal organizational changes. The EPMR Report offers as well 43 detailed suggestions 
for the Center and its Board to consider. The SC fully endorses all 15 recommendations. It is 
pleased to note that ICRAF agrees with and is already moving to implement 11 of these, and that 
it is committed to further analyzing in detail the remaining 4 recommendations. Given the nature 
of the recommendations and concerns these raise, the SC recommends that a smaller-scale, 
focused review be undertaken in 12 months’ time of ICRAF’s progress in addressing 4 of these 
recommendations, as enumerated below.  
 
Strategic Research Direction and Focus 
 
The most fundamental issue raised by the Panel concerns ICRAF’s strategic research direction 
and focus. The Panel reports in detail on and repeatedly commends the Center and its scientists 
for the substance, salience, and quality of past and recent scientific work in each of the four global 
themes. The usual lagging indicators of scientific productivity – publications, international 
recognition of scientists and research impact, etc. – are strong across all four Center themes. But 
the Panel expresses concern – expressed to it by Center scientists and partners – about “dilution 
of research staff across an expanding base of projects” and a research agenda “increasingly 
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driven by donors who are focused on national development agendas that tend to fragment and 
diffuse research”. There is no clear set of processes in place to ensure research quality is 
adequately addressed. The crucial distinction is between strong, precise indicators of high quality 
past work and worrying, impressionistic but widespread signals that “ICRAF is drifting more 
towards development across a vast geographic landscape at the expense of high quality research 
that is necessary for the science of agroforestry to advance.” The Panel emphasized the forward-
looking concerns in its summary and cover letter, while the Center focused on the backward-
looking indicators of excellence.  Hence the apparent disjuncture between the two.   
 
While commending the Center for its past performance, the SC strongly agrees with the Panel’s 
recommendation that ICRAF “consolidates its strategic research priorities into a long-term 
workable strategic plan that directs more effort towards a small number of relevant, emerging 
research topics” and that the Center “ensure that projects with restricted funds be aligned with 
ICRAF’s strategic research goals” (recommendations 1 and 2). The Center needs to guard against 
scarce unrestricted resources being unnecessarily sapped in supporting partners’ development 
initiatives that do not coincide fully with ICRAF’s strategic vision for agroforestry research.   
 
The SC notes and endorses the Panel’s concern that the Center’s continued success depends 
fundamentally on retaining its pre-eminence in scientific research and that this requires more 
vigilant focus on generating international public goods (IPGs). The Center runs an undesirable 
risk over the coming few years of spreading its scientists too thinly on a large number of small 
and geographically dispersed development projects for them to develop and sustain the strategic 
research capacity that is essential if ICRAF is to maintain the performance standards it previously 
established in agroforestry. The Panel’s observations thus reinforce concerns the SC expressed in 
its commentary on the Center’s 2006-8 Medium Term Plan. The Center needs to clearly identify 
the IPGs it aims to develop in the next few years and the means by which it will prioritize among, 
vet and review candidate research projects. The Panel identifies a number of emerging strategic 
research topics of considerable promise that merit more investment and offers several useful, 
specific suggestions of scientific activities that would usefully consolidate and reinforce the gains 
from recent ICRAF research discoveries and clear extensions.  The SC notes that the Center 
agrees with the need to focus on a smaller number of emerging research issues for long-term 
impact. 
 
Regions and Systemwide Programs 
 
The Panel expresses concern that a Center with annual unrestricted funding of approximately 
US$8 M has 30-45 field offices in as many as 24 different countries.  As a result, too much scarce 
unrestricted funding is spent on infrastructure and support, while the demands placed on senior 
scientists by coordination across such a far-flung enterprise have a high opportunity cost in terms 
of foregone time spent on the scientific advances that have historically been ICRAF’s hallmark. 
Cross-regional synthesis is being crowded out, it seems, by excessive replication across distinct 
locales. The Panel therefore offers several recommendations (especially #s 3, 4 and 15) intended to 
address this structural imbalance by consolidating operations in specific Regions and scaling 
back its presence in other Regions. The Center recognizes the need to concentrate unrestricted 
resources on strategic scientific research by promptly and carefully reconsidering the breadth of 
its geographic engagements.  SC shares this concern and fully endorses these recommendations.   
 
ICRAF hosts two Systemwide Programs: Alternatives to Slash and Burn (ASB) and the African 
Highlands Initiative (AHI). ASB recently underwent a very favorable review and the Panel 
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recommends ICRAF maintain its role in ASB and strengthen the capacity developed in ASB. The 
SC agrees and is pleased that the Center likewise concurs. The Panel likewise recommends, and 
the Center agrees, that the CGIAR commission an external  review  of  AHI in conjunction with 
ASARECA in order to address  the questions  raised  by  the  Panel  and make  recommendations 
as to what role ICRAF should play in AHI going forward. The SC concurs with the Panel’s 
recommendation and accordingly plans to commission an external review of AHI.   
 
Partnerships and Capacity Building 
 
The Center has fully integrated capacity strengthening into most of its research projects and has 
emphasized the establishment of partner networks for scaling up agroforestry science and 
dissemination of technologies. It has made especially noteworthy past investments in 
strengthening tertiary education capacity through agroforestry curriculum development and staff 
training, investments that lay the groundwork for productive partnerships and the multiplication 
of scientific advances in agroforestry, a relatively new discipline. The Panel recognizes the 
commendable breadth and innovativeness of ICRAF’s partnerships with NARS, the private 
sector, NGOs and educational institutions in multiple regions.  The SC commends these 
accomplishments.   
 
The SC nonetheless cautions the Center that partnerships need to support, not drive, strategic 
research programs. While the Panel appropriately notes there exist considerable IPG generation 
opportunities in research on effective methodologies for scaling-up, it must be borne in mind that 
the act of scaling-up may not of itself represent an IPG unless it is aimed at the generation of 
international spillovers. The Center seems to have lost sight of this subtle but essential 
distinction, perhaps in part at the encouragement of donors eager to fund local-level scaling up of 
especially promising discoveries in order to generate demonstrable impact. The SC urges ICRAF 
to consider carefully its complementary advantage so as to maximize the synergies and 
multiplicative effects from interactions with its partners positioned elsewhere along the research 
for development continuum, and to ensure that adequate controlled experimentation has been 
done to verify the superiority of agroforestry technology options prior to any scaling up.  
Moreover, the SC is concerned by the Panel’s observation that the Center has “alienated some 
[partner institutions] because of its dominant approach.”  ICRAF seems at risk, in some locations, 
of losing track of its comparative advantage in scientific research and thereby inadvertently 
crowding out national- and local-level research and development partners by becoming too 
directly engaged in downstream activities.  The SC gratefully notes that the Center acknowledges 
this, is concerned about such possible unintended effects and seeks to address this issue, where it 
applies.  
 
The Panel finds the current collaboration between ICRAF and CIFOR appropriate and does not 
believe a full merger of the two Centers would be appropriate. The SC would have liked to have 
received from the Panel a more detailed analysis of ICRAF’s programmatic and science-based 
linkages with CIFOR. In addition, as ILRI and ICRAF develop a joint MTP for Eastern and 
Southern Africa this year for the first time, SC expects the Centers to devote more attention to this 
issue.  
 
 
 
 x 
Management and Governance 
 
The Panel notes ICRAF’s prudent financial management practices in an increasingly difficult and 
uncertain funding environment. SC commends ICRAF for having maintained excellent financial 
health. The SC is concerned, however, that ICRAF now has the highest ratio of restricted to 
unrestricted funding of any Center in the System, at 70:30 (and rising), versus a Systemwide 
average of 56:44 in 2004. This unbalanced funding structure poses real risks to the Center, 
especially so long as the Center fails to practice full cost recovery on projects based on restricted 
funding. The Panel reports that total project restricted funding yielded less than 13% indirect cost 
recovery in 2004, compared to ICRAF’s audited and published overhead rate of 22%. The Panel 
cautions that “this is not a sustainable funding structure for the mid- to long term. Continuing 
business as usual is not a viable option.” The SC agrees. 
 
The Panel also expresses concerns regarding a few other governance and management issues, 
especially about serious dysfunction at the Center in human resources management, but also 
concerning management processes more generally.  It offers several recommendations (#s 10, 11 
and 12) in this area. The SC urges the Center to move swiftly and decisively in addressing these 
issues.   
 
The Panel identifies important questions concerning the matrix management approach taken by 
the Center, in particular whether, in practice, this leads to more effective management systems 
and greater strategic research coherence. The SC notes that this issue applies, to varying degrees, 
to each of the Centers reviewed in the current round of EPMRs.  This issue therefore seems to 
merit more in-depth exploration by the CGIAR as a Systemwide management issue.  
 
Follow-Up Review Recommendation 
 
The Panel notes that ICRAF has implemented all of the 10 recommendations and taken 
constructive action on all 17 suggestions from the 2nd EPMR, conducted in 1998.  The SC 
commends the Center for its constructive and thorough response to past feedback and takes this 
as a strong indication of ICRAF’s commitment to fully internalize the most recent round of 
recommendations and suggestions.  
 
In light of the Panel’s recommendations, the Center’s response and the SC’s substantive concerns, 
the SC recommends that ICRAF prepares by May 2007 an operational strategy taking into 
account EPMR recommendations and suggestions and that the SC commission a two-person 
follow-up review to be undertaken 12 months from now to assess ICRAF’s progress in 
addressing the following four recommendations (quoting directly, the full Panel 
recommendation): 
 
“#1: ICRAF consolidates its strategic research priorities into a long-term workable strategic 
plan that directs more effort towards a small number of relevant emerging research 
topics”; 
“#2: an analysis be undertaken of the likely impacts of involvement in large development 
projects, including the Millennium Villages Project, on ICRAF’s overall balance between 
research and development, staff commitments and administrative costs; it is also 
important to ensure that projects with restricted funds be aligned with ICRAF’s strategic 
research goals”; 
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“#10: ICRAF engages the services of an independent, appropriately qualified and experienced 
management consultant to work with the three most senior levels of management to 
clarify and strengthen their respective roles and responsibilities, and to establish 
appropriate managerial processes and decision making rules”; and 
“#11: ICRAF urgently recruits a fully qualified and thoroughly experienced professional 
Human Resources manager whose training and experience cover the entire spectrum of 
HR services, including not only staff management and staff development but also 
compensation and benefits.”  
 
This follow-up review would evaluate the appropriateness and impact of the Center’s short-term 
responses to these recommendations in particular, including its operational strategy.  
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 1 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Summary 
 
“Our aim is to present a view of the forest, not an inventory of all the trees”. This statement was 
from the report of ICRAF on its own view of the Center’s achievements since the last EPMR but it 
may also be applied to this EPMR report. Agroforestry involves a large number of interacting 
topics and ICRAF is such a highly complex organism in scientific, geographic, political and 
administrative terms that it is not possible to review them all in the same detail. The sampling 
effect may therefore give a patchy impression and the “average rating” of a particular 
performance feature obscures considerable variation.  
 
In the view of the Panel, ICRAF has conducted and indeed continues to conduct some good, 
cooperative and effective research, development support and educational activities and has 
provided a number of valuable international public goods. The promotion of agroforestry as a 
major component of integrated natural resources management and the landscape/ watershed 
approach to it have been excellent. However, the Center appears to have significantly changed its 
emphasis away from strategic scientific research, through its declared applied research for 
development, towards and beyond institutional strengthening activities, reaching a stage where 
some of its activities replace or compete with those of national organizations.  
 
ICRAF’s Vision, Mission, Goals and Strategies. ICRAF’s strategic goals and strategic planning 
are summarized in the “Trees of Change” document, and detailed in the Strategic Planning 
Framework. ICRAF’s vision is “an Agroforestry Transformation in the developing world, resulting in a 
massive increase in the use of working trees on working landscapes by smallholder rural households that 
helps ensure security of food, nutrition, income, health, shelter and energy and a regenerated 
environment”. 
 
Much of ICRAF’s work has contributed to this vision and still has much to offer. Early evidence 
indicates that different, appropriate technologies have been developed and are being used in 
different Regions. There is insufficient evidence to date on sustained improvement of farmers’ 
yields or income and thus on maintained uptake. However, the approach to integrated natural 
resource management at the watershed scale with agroforestry systems incorporating 
domesticated multipurpose trees is innovative and could indeed contribute to a major 
transformation.   
 
The Panel is concerned that the Center tries to be at the forefront of all activities related to its 
vision and in too many locations. It, therefore, fails to focus its research efforts sufficiently to 
develop new international public goods that lead to attaining the vision. In its planning the 
Center examines three scenarios that are largely based on financial considerations but it has not 
taken into account scenarios of potential changes in the environment and natural resources for its 
strategic plan. 
 
The Center’s mission is “to advance the science and practice of agroforestry to help realize this 
agroforestry transformation”. The Center has indeed advanced science capability among its 
partners by research, training, teaching and cooperation, often offering extension support to the 
ultimate beneficiary, the farmer. The majority of the research has been adaptive and focused on 
the refinement of a few well-known agroforestry technologies and technology systems. With a 
few important exceptions, strategic research by Center scientists has been limited; this is perhaps 
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partly due to the lack of adequate research prioritization processes but it is also due to the 
additional pressures on scientists, the lack of critical mass in scientific topics or groups, and the 
task of fitting existing activities to MDGs and other priorities rather than establishing a 
scientifically driven strategy.  
 
In the opinion of the Panel, and of many relevant individuals contacted by the Panel within and 
outside ICRAF, the Center has lost much of its earlier reputation as a research institution since 
the last EPMR, but gained a strong reputation as an effective player in development. The Panel 
believes that ICRAF is now excessively active in widening its scope of development activities and 
geographic spread with a concomitant decline in its ability to undertake strategic science and 
produce IPGs. It is true that donor preferences have moved to short-term development-led 
projects but ICRAF has generally been too closely involved in the delivery pathway itself rather 
than in research on development.  
 
Scientific Themes, Geographic Regions and Systemwide Programs. ICRAF’s four strategic goals 
map one-to-one to ICRAF’s four global Themes: Trees and Markets, Land and People, 
Environmental Services and Strengthening Institutions. They form a valuable thematic hierarchy 
of trees and markets (essentially focused on the farm products of individual tree species, and 
family scale their genetic improvement), land and people (the local environment farm scale) and 
environmental services (the landscape scale). ICRAF’s fourth strategic goal, to support capacity 
building in agroforestry research, education and training in developing countries, is also 
endorsed by the Panel, although there appears to be excessive concentration on university 
curriculum development.  
 
The Center currently works in seven geographic Regions with 45 field offices in 24 countries; it 
currently has plans to expand to more countries. The matrix of seven Regions and four Themes 
makes planning and control difficult, especially as, under the current management system, 
Theme Leaders have little input to the strategic and financial processes. The scientific resources 
are too thinly spread with insufficient staff to obtain critical mass in some disciplines. The Panel 
considered that the current seven Regions should be reduced to four with liaison officers to 
maintain the links in Latin America, South Asia and China. 
 
At the global level, ICRAF and its developing-country partners provide important inputs to 
international fora and conventions such as the UN Forum for Forests and UN Conventions on 
Climate Change, Biological Diversity and Combating Desertification. At a national level ICRAF 
also endeavors to put agroforestry on the agenda of country Poverty Reduction Strategy papers, 
and reviews of policies and laws relating to agriculture and the environment. The Center has 
been active in the Alternatives to Slash and Burn Program (ASB) and in the African Highlands 
Program. Although it has hosted the latter, the Panel believes that this function might be better 
located within ASARECA and necessitates an external review analogous to the recent review of 
ASB. 
 
Relations with CGIAR Centers. ICRAF has developed good relations with CIFOR and an agreed 
document on increasingly strengthening collaboration without merging. It also currently shares 
an IT specialist with ILRI, but further collaboration in joint communications, research support, 
human resources and financial services could be rapidly improved. 
 
Governance and Management. The Panel observed that the Board of Trustees received 
documentation for meetings very late. The Panel also considered that the delays by Management 
 3 
in dealing with cases of malfeasance presented considerable legal, financial and reputation risks 
to the Center.  
 
A number of problems existed within the senior leadership team that added to workloads while 
decreasing efficiency of the Center; the third level of scientific and regional management and 
planning seemed to be insufficiently informed or involved. The Panel believed that serious 
attention must be given to obtaining independent management consultancies to mentor 
management at the three levels (DG, DDG/Directors and Theme Leaders and Regional 
Coordinators). 
 
A major set of problems exists within the Human Resources Unit. Delays in decision-making and 
responding to staff enquiries have led to great unease among the Center’s staff. The Panel 
considered that there is an urgent need to appoint an experienced Chief Operations Officer (who 
might be recruited internationally at the level of ADG-Operations) to cope with all aspects of 
operations, financial services and human resources.  
 
Organizational structure. The Panel proposes a number of changes to the organizational 
structure of the Center to enhance the efficiency of management and the delivery of planned 
outputs. Bearing in mind that the current structure has only been in existence for three years, and 
was established for a “trial period”, these changes are as small as possible in order to achieve the 
ends without unnecessary disturbing individuals or systems. 
 
Concluding comment. The Panel recognizes the external pressures under which the Center and its 
staff work. It believes that ICRAF must decide whether to continue as a more developmentally 
directed institution or to revert to a more scientifically driven organization. With the following 
recommendations and suggestions the Panel believes that the Center could indeed regain its 
scientific standing in the world and deliver valuable international benefits. 
 
Recommendations (The Panel recommends that): 
 
Strategies 
1. ICRAF consolidates its strategic research priorities into a long-term workable strategic plan 
that directs more effort towards a small number of relevant emerging research topics. (page 
93) 
2. an analysis be undertaken of the likely impacts of involvement in large development projects, 
including the Millennium Villages Project, on ICRAF’s overall balance between research and 
development, staff commitments and administrative costs; it is also important to ensure that 
projects with restricted funds be aligned with ICRAF’s strategic research goals. (page 40) 
 
Regions and Systemwide programs 
3. ICRAF merges its South Asia and South East Asia programs into an Asia Region, with liaison 
units posted in India and China with clearly stated roles. (page 46) 
4. ICRAF ceases to maintain Latin America as a Region but instead retains a liaison unit there, 
associated with the Amazon Initiative. (page 48)  
5. ICRAF maintains its role in ASB. The Panel concurs that the capacity developed in ASB 
should be sustained and strengthened to maintain a global platform in which ICRAF’s 
innovative research can be validated and implemented. (page 55) 
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6. the CGIAR commissions an external review of the AHI Systemwide Program to seek answers 
to the questions raised by the Panel and make recommendations on the future role of ICRAF 
in the AHI. (page 57) 
 
Governance and Management 
7. ICRAF Board and management strictly enforce their “zero-tolerance” approach to staff and 
service providers who transgress the rules and procedures governing the use of the Center’s 
resources, taking prompt, decisive and unambiguous action when malfeasance has been 
established; the results should be communicated (with appropriate safeguards) to all Center 
staff and other parties affected. (page 76) 
8. major risk factors be discussed thoroughly at the BoT level and risk management becomes a 
standing agenda item for each session of the full BoT. (page 78) 
9. a review by the CGIAR internal audit unit of ICRAF management’s BOT secretariat policies 
and management’s procedures including, but not limited to, the production and 
dissemination of documents for all board meetings, to provide a foundation for the most 
expeditious possible improvement program. (page 80) 
10. ICRAF engages the services of an independent, appropriately qualified and experienced 
management consultant to work with the three most senior levels of management to clarify 
and strengthen their respective roles and responsibilities, and to establish appropriate 
managerial processes and decision making rules. (page 82) 
11. ICRAF urgently recruits a fully qualified and thoroughly experienced professional Human 
Resources manager whose training and experience cover the entire spectrum of HR services, 
including not only staff management and staff development but also compensation and 
benefits. (page 63) 
12. ICRAF appoints a suitably qualified and experienced Chief Operations Officer (at the level of 
ADG-Operations) with overall responsibility for Financial Services, Human Resources, 
Operations, a Joint Services Unit to be established with ILRI and all other administrative 
services. (page 102) 
 
Internal organizational changes 
13. the Office of Strategic Initiatives be repositioned as a unit reporting directly to the DG and 
assisting the Office of the DG principally in resource mobilization and external relations. 
(page 101) 
14. a Joint ICRAF-ILRI Services Unit be established as soon as possible, including IT, Research 
Support and Communications. (page 58, 59, 66, 69) 
15. ICRAF moves to the following revised organizational structure and staffs it appropriately. 
(page 102) 
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Resource Mobilization 
& External Relations DG Internal Audit
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Human Resources
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Land & People 
Environmental Services 
Strengthening Institutions
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Suggestions (The Panel suggests that): 
 
General science strategy 
16. ICRAF should make a strong case for increasing funding for post-doctorate and junior 
scientist positions. (page 17 and 30)  
17. ICRAF should, in future project development, seek fewer small grants. (page 73) 
18. ICRAF should seek to identify additional IPGs that it will develop in the next few years. 
(page 95) 
 
Trees and Markets Theme 
19. the TM theme should now make a strong effort to publish the results on the performance of 
domesticated germplasm; it should also establish additional well-designed field trials 
enabling further such comparisons to be made, as an essential step in demonstrating the 
impact of domestication. (page 24) 
20. in the domestication of medicinal plants, ICRAF should work under the guidance of strategic 
partners with the required medical and pharmacological expertise. (page 24) 
21. TM should redirect its effort from the silviculture and productivity of timber tree woodlots to 
research on other multipurpose species and systems. (page 25) 
22. ICRAF should commission a book on participatory agroforestry domestication and associated 
development of AFTP markets, to consolidate the knowledge and proven methodology 
gained to date. (page 25) 
23. ICRAF should publish syntheses of marketing studies and transfer to NARS the methodology 
for such studies. (page 26) 
24. the Germplasm Resources Unit should be fully integrated within the TM Theme to simplify 
strategic scientific planning and operational control; its global roles need not be affected by 
this new structural position. (page 26) 
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Land and People Theme 
25. impact studies of innovations on farmers’ livelihoods, as opposed to uptake rates, should be 
designed and systematically quantified in the near term. (page 27) 
26. further strategic research should be undertaken on policies that impact the uptake of 
agroforestry innovations, in the light of national, regional and global goals. (page 28) 
 
Environmental Services Theme 
27. the ES team should develop or adopt a framework to address the economic implications of 
agroforestry practices, both on-site and downstream. (page 31) 
28. ICRAF should consolidate the number of foci within its respective Themes to strengthen and 
concentrate research on topics that address ICRAF’s priorities. (page 34) 
 
Strengthening Institutions Theme 
29. ICRAF should now engage in assisting the networks it has helped to establish to function as 
stand-alone networks. (page 32) 
30. the Training Unit should be fully integrated with the SI Theme. (page 33) 
 
Regions 
31. each Region (after rationalization of Regions as recommended) should develop during 2006 a 
clear strategic business plan of operations, with countries of ICRAF operation justified by the 
expectation of IPGs. (page 48) 
 
East and Central Africa Region 
32. greater research effort should be directed to the market chains of AFTPs and the stimulation 
of markets under existing infrastructural conditions. (page 40) 
 
Southern Africa Region 
33. ICRAF should conduct statistically valid comparative trials of the different scaling-up 
methods used in the Region, particularly in the Chinyanja Triangle, and long-term studies of 
sustainable productivity in addition to the current assessments of uptake of technologies. 
(page 42) 
 
Southeast Asia 
34. the Regional Coordinator and Theme Leaders should secure the disciplinary expertise that 
they need to implement this important research agenda. (page 44) 
 
South Asia 
35. the intended role of the SAS regional program in its agenda of agroforestry research for 
development should be clearly stated. The niche for SAS should be clarified before ICRAF 
expands further in this region. (page 47) 
 
Latin America 
36. ICRAF should explore some form of complementary relationship with regional organizations 
such as CATIE. (page 47) 
 
Initiatives and Services 
37. ICRAF should strengthen partner training institutions to develop targeted short training 
courses aimed at personnel involved in scaling-up of particular AF innovations, thus 
reducing ICRAF’s direct training workload. (page 51) 
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38. in communicating the results of ICRAF’s work, the Communications Unit should seek further 
to increase the comparability of the Center’s publication output and the enhancement of the 
corporate image across all Regions and Themes. (page 58) 
39. new externally funded projects should include appropriate resources for support for the 
Communications Unit. (page 58) 
40. the Research Support Unit should be strengthened to increase the rigor of screening project 
proposals, monitoring science quality in ongoing projects and assisting with methodological 
advances. (page 59) 
41. work to secure access to the intranet for all Regions should proceed as a matter of urgency. 
(page 66) 
42. ICRAF should ensure that all staff in regional offices with financial responsibilities be trained 
in ICRAF policies, procedures and systems, complemented by regular review visits to the 
field offices by FSU. (page 62) 
43. the policy on distribution of the proceeds of assets disposal should be clarified and 
communicated to staff. (page 67) 
 
Links with other CGIAR Centers 
44. in regions where they are both present, ICRAF and CIFOR should continue their efforts to 
avoid duplication of research and services, coordinate and develop joint programmatic 
activities with distinct implementing components to gain from synergies. The two Centers 
should continue to look into ways by which they can increase the level of cooperation in 
governance, such as having a joint annual Program Committee meeting. (page 68) 
45. CGIAR should invite the imminent EPMR Panel for ILRI to consider the establishment of a 
Joint ICRAF/ILRI Services Unit. (page 102) 
46. ICRAF and ILRI should explore the possibility (within the next two years) of including 
Human Resources and Financial Services in the recommended Joint Services Unit. (page 69) 
47. ICRAF should continue to develop research relationships with other CGIAR Centers to 
develop joint long term research programs. (page 70) 
48. fundamental science elements of the work on climate change should be undertaken by 
advanced institutions elsewhere; ICRAF’s research should concentrate on strategies for 
farmers to cope with climatic change and carbon sequestration benefits for rural 
smallholders. (page 29) 
 
Governance and Management 
49. ICRAF should design a comprehensive table of delegation of authorities and accountability, 
spelling out the responsibilities and accountability mechanisms of each manager and 
supervisor. (page 82) 
50. ICRAF should establish a Senior Research Management Team comprising the DG, DDG, DCS  and 
the four Theme Leaders, possibly with representation of Regional Coordinators.(page 82) 
51. the Chair of the Audit Committee should be explicitly designated in the by-laws as a full 
member of the Executive Committee to bring the by-laws into conformance with current 
practice and to institutionalize it. (page 75) 
52. Internal Audit should have a direct reporting relationship to the BoT and a “dotted-line” 
relationship to the DG. (page 78) 
53. the BoT should find ways of forcefully and effectively impressing on ICRAF management its 
need for appropriate, timely information, giving highly explicit guidance on specific 
information required, the formats in which it should be organized, and appropriate 
timeframes for coverage and delivery. The Panel further suggests that the Board should 
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consider revising its meeting schedule and/or format to ensure sufficient time for in-depth 
coverage of important topics slighted in the 2006 meeting (page 80) 
54. ICRAF should report to the Audit Committee regularly on progress towards implementation 
of the consultants’ recommendations on financial management. (page 83) 
55. ICRAF management should develop a long-term capital expenditure plan. (page 86) 
56. ICRAF should ensure: (a) full understanding, buy-in, and commitment by Regional 
Coordinators and Country Leaders to the responsibilities of decentralized financial 
management (and HR functions); (b) careful, expert recruitment and selection of a sufficient 
number of fully qualified administrative and financial staff in regional offices; (c) proper 
training in ICRAF policies, procedures and systems, (d) and effective system of; (e) regular 
review visits to the field offices by FSU; and (f) support by robust, reliable systems, including 
near-real-time data transfer and monitoring. (page 86)  
57. ICRAF should move towards limited term employment contracts for all staff. (page 87) 
58. Those working on the revised job classification should bring it to closure as quickly as 
possible, consistent with the care needed to avoid perverse unintended consequences. 
(page 97) 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 The EPMR Panel, terms of reference, mode of operation and acknowledgments  
The membership of the Third External Program and Management Review (EPMR) Panel is 
shown in Annex 1 and the terms of reference for the Panel are listed in Annex 2. The Panel met at 
the Center from 6 – 12 November 2005 and from 29 January – 12 February 2006. The Panel Chair 
and the members with particular responsibility for governance and finance attended most 
sessions of the meeting of the Board of Trustees from 9 – 13 January 2006. In addition to receiving 
open presentations by senior staff of the Center, the Panel held interviews with a large number of 
individuals and groups. Some members of the Panel visited ICRAF projects and partners in 
western Kenya, eastern, southern and western and central Africa and Southeast Asia (Indonesia) 
(see agenda in Annex 3). The member for governance was fortuitously also a member of the 
Second CIFOR EPMR Panel. Prior to, during and after its first meeting, the Panel received and 
read a large number of documents provided in paper and electronic forms by the Center 
(Annex 4). The Panel expresses its gratitude to the Director General and staff in the Center and in 
several field sites for their official and personal help and hospitality throughout the Panel’s 
work.2 
 
1.2 Historical evolution of agroforestry and of ICRAF 
Although land use systems that incorporate trees, crops and/or animals have been practiced for 
centuries, only in the last quarter century have they become formalized into a recognizable 
discipline that can be researched and taught. ICRAF took the lead in this formalization and 
during the Center’s first decade much time was devoted to describing, defining and categorizing 
agroforestry and its components. The trend in recognition of the multiple facets of agroforestry 
can be seen in the following definitions:  
 
Initial working definition - 1978: agroforestry is a sustainable land management system which 
increases the overall yield of the land, combines the production of crops (including tree crops) 
and forest plants and/or animals simultaneously or sequentially, on the same unit of land, and 
applies management practices that are compatible with the cultural practices of the local 
population. 
 
Early 1980s: Agroforestry is a collective name for land-use systems and technologies where 
woody perennials (trees, shrubs, palms, bamboos, etc.) are deliberately used on the same 
management units as agricultural crops and/or animals, in some form of spatial arrangement or 
temporal sequence. In agroforestry systems, there are both ecological and economical interactions 
between the different components. 
 
Early 2000s: Agroforestry is a dynamic, ecologically based, natural resource management system 
that, through integration of trees on farms and in the agricultural landscape, diversifies and 
sustains production for increased economic, environmental and social benefits. 
 
The first and third of these definitions consider all agroforestry as one system whereas the second 
one recognized explicitly that there are a wide range of different technology systems. However, 
                                                     
2 The Panel thanks Ms Kijo Waruhiu (ICRAF) and Ms Ewa Hermanowicz (SC Secretariat) for their invaluable 
contribution to the preparation of this report. 
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all three definitions recognize either implicitly or explicitly the ideas of multiple technologies, 
with multiple component crops, organized in varying space and time arrangements, and 
managed in different ways, to yield a wide range of products and services. 
 
Research, development and conservation concerns worldwide have expanded up from the farm 
to the ecosystem, watershed and landscape level, and from agriculture, agroforestry and forestry 
to integrated natural resources management; other terms (landscape, watershed, scaling-up, 
scaling-out, integrated natural resource management) have, therefore, required specific definition 
in the ICRAF context (see Annex 5). 
 
The functions, structures, status and activities of ICRAF have evolved throughout its existence. 
For convenience these changes may be summarized in four periods: 
 
Pre-ICRAF decade: Agriculture and forestry essentially separated in technical schools, 
professional universities, government ministries and allocated land. Research principally on 
separate stations. Some agricultural research institutions were advanced with tree crops3. 
Agricultural research started as agronomy, partly top-down, concentrating strategic research on 
stations followed by networked trials of crop varieties, fertilizers and pest controls around 
countries. It was assumed that the research results would be transmitted via agricultural officers 
to agricultural superintendents to field assistants (though sometimes from officers direct to 
farmers or village meetings) but the post-colonial collapse of extension services had reduced the 
impact of this pathway. Then came the first of many types of farm system studies including 
participatory or rapid rural appraisal. 
 
First ICRAF decade (International Council for Research in Agroforestry, 1980s): largely 
providing information. Definition of agroforestry; identification, classification and mapping of 
global agroforestry systems; recognition of stakeholders; and derivation of research agenda. 
Establishment of seven collaborative programs including agroforestry systems and agroforestry 
technologies with international staff posted to national research sites. Compilation of information 
and initial development of training materials. Agroforestry research started when the emphasis 
was on talking to farmers and was largely desk work though with initial development of 
diagnosis and design methodologies through field experience of multi-disciplinary teams in at 
least 60 locations. Little expenditure on ICRAF’s research facilities since even the Machakos 
Station near Nairobi was considered mainly for demonstration. Development of training 
materials and courses. Low proportion of core funding. Early over-emphasis on the promotion of 
hedgerow intercropping as the major agroforestry system. Publications largely in-house. Roughly 
coinciding with the Lundgren DG era.  
 
Second ICRAF decade (International Center for Research in Agroforestry, 1990s): joining the 
CGIAR (1991) and conducting global strategic research and supporting development. 
Consolidation of agroforestry as a science. Strong research emphasis on selected systems, 
components and their interactions; soil science; tree and shrub physiology and phenology; 
evaluation of tree seed origins and genetic resources; development of research tools and 
information; major development of ICRAF’s own research stations and laboratory facilities for 
on-station research and training. Some on-farm, researcher-managed experiments. Initiation of 
                                                     
3 e.g. Malaysian Rubber Research Institute, but leading agricultural professionals were well into farming systems 
analysis before ICRAF was established pushing agroforestry towards agriculture whereas agrisilviculture 
actually had its roots in taungya for the establishment of tree crops. 
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Integrated Natural Resources Management concept and intensification of participatory approach; 
great expansion of partner institutions. Creation of Development Division (1998) to complement 
Research Division. Continued imbalance of core and restricted funding. Publications spreading to 
peer-reviewed journals but still much in-house. Roughly coinciding with the Sanchez DG era.  
 
Third ICRAF decade (World Agroforestry Center, 2000s): emphasis on integration of research 
results, development and support for application. Research on and promotion of selected systems 
or interventions, especially fertilizer trees, fodder trees and fruit trees; study of multiple benefits 
and market opportunities. Increased emphasis on studies of property rights. Recognition of 
watershed/landscape scales. Evolution of scaling-up concept. Development of research tools, 
educational curricula and extension information. Greater emphasis on the 
development/education end of the Research – development – application (RDA) spectrum. 
Continued low proportion of restricted core funding in a rapidly growing total budget. Rapid 
geographic expansion of the Center activities at national level in Africa and Asia. Roughly 
coinciding with the Garrity DG era.  
 
1.3 ICRAF’s vision, mission and goals 
In determining its strategic planning framework for the next decade, ICRAF recognized its vision 
of an Agroforestry Transformation in the developing world; this will result in a massive increase in 
the use of “working trees on working landscapes” by smallholder rural households that helps 
ensure security in food, nutrition, income, health, shelter and energy, and a regenerated 
environment. Underpinning this vision is the imperative for accelerated scientific research that 
will ensure the stream of necessary technical, political and institutional innovations. Unlike other 
CGIAR Centers for commodity crops, there are few departments or institutions that have 
agroforestry as their main focus. Thus ICRAF has few ready-made partners and often has to 
create institutions where none exist.  
 
ICRAF’s stated mission is to advance the science and practice of agroforestry to help realize the 
agroforestry transformation throughout the developing world by mobilizing the best possible 
expertise, tools, approaches and principles to foster innovations that will transform lives and 
landscapes. To attain this mission ICRAF articulates its agenda under four inter-related goals 
each with 2 - 4 strategic objectives: 
 
Goal 1. To enhance smallholders’ access to high quality tree germplasm and expanded market 
opportunities for smallholder tree products. Strategic objectives: improve markets for tree 
products; sustainable seed and seedling supplies and management; support domestication of 
valuable indigenous trees; facilitate farmer-led development of tree-based options. 
 
Goal 2. To advance the scientific understanding of the role of trees in sound and more 
productive land and farm management, and the development of integrated farming systems 
based on appropriate tree enterprise portfolios for key agro-ecological domains. Strategic 
objectives: develop integrated management systems for soil health and soil fertility that improve 
food productivity on smallholder farms; support farmer-led development of agroforestry systems 
to conserve soil and water and maintain productive agricultural landscapes; promote improved 
tree-crop-livestock management in agroforestry systems; enhance policies that improve land 
management practices through the involvement of disadvantaged land users in technology 
development.  
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Goal 3. To increase land access and recognition to smallholders for providing local, national and 
global environmental services through appropriate agroforestry technologies. Strategic objectives: 
develop pro-poor strategies to enhance watershed functions through negotiation support 
systems; promote the better use and conservation of biological diversity in multifunctional 
landscapes; develop climate change mitigation and adaptation strategies for rural development; 
strengthen policies for environmental stewardship and rural development.  
 
Goal 4. To improve capacities for effective research, development support and education in 
agroforestry for a wide range of individuals and institutions. Strategic objectives: strengthen 
research institutions and systems that foster the best in agroforestry science and practice; 
backstop educational institutions and systems that teach agroforestry within the context of 
Integrated Natural Resource Management (INRM). 
 
1.4 ICRAF’s position relative to MDGs and CGIAR priorities  
The rapid change of socioeconomic, technological and environmental policies, institutions and 
research and development initiatives, have significant impacts on most research organizations 
and, in the case of a CGIAR Center, they place a burden on management and staff, reducing their 
ability to meet research and development objectives. The sheer weight of paper, the costs of 
travel and meetings, the amount of staff time devoted to recurrent strategization (responding to a 
multitude of frequent external evaluations, performance measurement, preparation of medium-
term plans and mid-term reviews), the costs of Center commissioned reviews, should be of major 
concern to the CGIAR, donors and tax payers since they do not result in cost-efficient use of 
limited investment and do not encourage sustained research for development. 
 
For ICRAF this is particularly stressing because of the recent global focus on Africa and the broad 
nature of its principal topic, agroforestry, which requires interaction with a larger number of 
external institutions than traditional CGIAR Centers. ICRAF has to develop its strategy and work 
plans to align with the policies and strategies of a wide range of institutions, some of which are 
conflicting or, at least, not harmonized. Figure 1 illustrates the complexity of linkages and 
hierarchies among many that influence ICRAF while Figure 2 demonstrates the same point at 
greater intra-regional detail for ICRAF’s West Africa Region. 
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Figure 1 World Agroforestry Center National, Regional and Global Linkages 
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Figure 2  World Agroforestry Center Partners and Linkages in West Africa 
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genetic enhancement of selected species (CGIAR Priority 2D); increasing income from fruit and 
vegetables (CGIAR Priority 3A); sustainable income from forests and trees (CGIAR Priority 3D); 
integrated land, water and forest management (CGIAR Priority 4A); agroecological 
intensification (CGIAR Priority 4D); rural institutions and their governance (CGIAR Priority 5C). 
 
1.5 Follow up to the last EPMR and CCERs  
During the eight year period since the 2nd ICRAF EPMR (1998) took place several Center 
Commissioned External Reviews (CCERs) as well as many other reviews have been conducted. 
 
1.5.1 Last EPMR recommendations 
ICRAF’s 2nd EPMR made 10 recommendations and 17 suggestions. Annex 6 provides a summary 
of the responses and actions taken by the Center. The Panel assessed the various actions taken by 
ICRAF in several sections of this document and concludes that the Center has implemented all 
recommendations and taken constructive action on all suggestions4. Given the direct implications 
for the current review we describe below ICRAF actions related to only some of the 
recommendations of the 1998 EPMR. 
 
As a result of reviewing its Strategic Plan (1998 Recommendation #1) ICRAF produced in 2000 a 
new strategy (“Pathways to Prosperity through Agroforestry”). In this plan was included the 
new Development Division. The Development Division Director supervised two of the Center’s 
global programs along with half of the regional programs. The Research Division Director 
supervised three of the global programs and the other three regional programs. By 2002, analysis 
and dialogue within the Center indicated that the dichotomy of having separate Divisions for 
Research and for Development was less than optimal on both managerial and programmatic 
grounds. A process of reorganization was initiated in 2002. The key change was to integrate both 
the research and development-support aspects of the agenda within each of four global themes.  
 
Questions remain concerning the matrix approach of ICRAF. The new matrix combined research 
and development under a Deputy Director General for Programs, a position that was created to 
oversee the Global Themes and Regional Programs. Whether this integration has in effect led to 
stronger coherence and effective management systems across the entire Center as intended is 
addressed in Chapter 5 of this report. Issues related to implementing research across themes and 
regions are addressed in the respective sections of this report. 
 
In addition to these changes, the Center also embarked on a fresh analysis of its overall strategy 
during 2002-2004, preparing a new Vision and Strategic Planning Framework in 2005 (“Trees of 
Change: A vision for an agroforestry transformation in the developing world”). Following this exercise 
and the 2003 structural re-organization, ICRAF embarked on a fresh approach to theme outlooks 
and regional operational plans. Starting in 2004, the theme outlooks were expected to provide a 
‘view from the mountaintop’ regarding recommended shifts in thematic R&D direction – and 
pragmatic measures to achieve that.  
 
The strategic planning response to the 2nd EPMR is addressed in ICRAF’s June 2005 strategic plan 
(“Trees of Change – A vision for an agroforestry transformation in the developing world”); the 2006-2008 
                                                     
4 ICRAF initially endorsed nine of the ten recommendations of the Second EPMR. Recommendation 10 – that 
initial contracts for staff be reduced from 10 year duration to contracts of between 2 - 5 years was not supported 
by Center Management in 1998, but eventually endorsed in 2002. 
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Medium-Term Plan; and the Strategic Planning Framework (September 2005). ICRAF has taken a 
forward-looking approach in its planning that considers three future scenarios: (1) a mission 
enhanced future (moderate increase in funding with a greater focus on Africa), (2) a funding 
challenged future where the gap between unrestricted to restricted funding widens, and (3) an 
unstable future – where realignment with other CGIAR Centers occurs and exacerbates the 
challenge to sustain a coherent global agroforestry mandate. Given the uncertainty of levels of 
unrestricted funding, this approach allows ICRAF’s Senior Leadership Team (SLT) to anticipate 
adjustments in planning that may be needed in the future. 
 
As a result of preparing a set of guidelines to improve management of the regional programs 
(1998 Recommendation #2) the Center produced a document (Making the Matrix Work) that has 
subsequently become the basis for guiding the regionalization process. The SLT reviews the 
performance of the Regions and Themes each year during the budgeting period to identify 
problem areas and spearhead actions to address them. 
 
The recommendation concerning dissemination of research (1998 Recommendation #4) required 
some special attention by the Panel. At the time of the recommendation, ICRAF had a strong 
Research Division and created a Development Division with the objectives of facilitating 
dissemination, adoption and impact of agroforestry innovations. Hence the Center response in 
1998 was positive and was pursued with a structural change. However, the Division ceased to 
exist after ICRAF was restructured in 2002 and its functions were in general integrated within the 
Themes and Regions. Since then, concern has been expressed that too much effort is being 
exerted in extension activities rather than research on the development of methodologies for 
scaling up. Expertise has been developed within ICRAF in this regard but the relatively thin base 
of this expertise in the respective regions is a matter of concern. In addition, the role of Theme 
Leaders and regional researchers in scaling up is also in question.  
 
In response to the 1998 Recommendation #7, the Director of Strategic Initiatives (DSI) position was 
created in 2003 with responsibility for linking ICRAF’s research and development agenda to 
emerging priorities at national, regional and global levels. After two years of operation, the office 
currently includes several activities such as managing ICRAF’s strategic alliances (including 
hosting ASB and AHI), communications, science policy linkages, resource mobilization and 
research support. The mix of different responsibilities and functions seems to be impinging upon 
the effectiveness of the DSI position. Later in this report the importance of establishment of 
partnerships and coordination of resource mobilization as key responsibilities for this position 
will be elaborated.  
 
Although supportive of 1998 Recommendation #8, ICRAF has been unable to significantly 
strengthen its research capabilities through post-doctorate positions, visiting scientists, sabbatical 
leave opportunities, and so forth. ICRAF’s staff composition indicates that there remains a 
shortage of post-doctorate positions and junior scientists. Hiring such staff appears to be 
hampered by funding constraints imposed by donors who want senior staff working on their 
projects. Post-doctorate and junior scientist positions can enhance the research capacity of ICRAF 
but, importantly, could also help strengthen local and regional institutions and their capacity to 
scale-up and extend research in regions. The Panel suggests that ICRAF should make a strong case 
for increasing funding for post-doctorate and junior scientist positions.  
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1.5.2 Recent Center Commissioned External Reviews 
ICRAF responded favorably to the recommendations of the 2nd EPMR in terms of conducting 
CCERs, with nine CCERs commissioned during the past eight years. Table 1 shows the CCERs 
considered by the 3rd EPMR Panel.  
 
Table 1 Center Commissioned External Reviews since 1998 considered by the EPMR 
 
CCER Year Review Team 
Center 3: Ecosystem Rehabilitation 1998 Bob Scholes, Ken Giller and Ian Calder 
ICRAF's Intellectual Property Management 
Review (Tree Germplasm Consultant's Report) 
1999 Alan Pottinger and John Mugabe 
Tree Domestication Program 2001 J. Palmer, C. Harwood and G. Van Wyk 
Cost saving plan for the transport department 2002 Dennis Awori, Julian Goodwin, Keith Diniz, Stirling 
Horsley and Kimberly Hickok-Smith 
Matrix matters: biodiversity research for rural 
landscape mosaics. Recommendations for a 
joint ICRAF – CIFOR initiative 
2002 Anthony B. Cunningham, Sarah J. Scherr and Jaffrey 
A. MacNeely 
ICRAF’s role and comparative advantage in 
the area of tree product marketing and 
enterprise development 
2005 Frank Hicks and Katherine Vockins 
ICRAF’s scaling up work with partners in 
Africa 
2005 Chris Garforth, Julian Gonsalves, George Karanja and 
Thomas Becker 
Agroforestry, health and nutrition – ICRAF’s 
Niches and Priorities 
2005 Timothy R. Frankenberger, Britta Antonsson-Ogle 
andand Geoffrey Rukunga 
Financial management unit 2005 PriceWaterhouseCoopers was appointed to carry out 
the review and they appointed their review team 
 
These CCERs provide, in total, well over 100 specific recommendations. For those CCERs dating 
from 2002 or earlier, the EPMR Panel assessed ICRAF’s response to the recommendations. As 
four of the CCERs were only completed during 2005 it is too early to look for implemented 
changes in ICRAF’s programs and activities in response to these. To this end, the Panel has 
highlighted and commented on what it considers as key recommendations from these 2005 
CCERs5. 
 
Center 3 – Ecosystem Rehabilitation. A review of the then ICRAF Program 3 – Ecosystem 
Rehabilitation was conducted in 1998. Important recommendations of this review relate to the 
identification of the most productive research areas, seeking secure pathways to achieve impact 
of research results, the need to form interdisciplinary teams to address complex problems, and 
the requirement for a broad perspective on issues such as water resources that transcends the 
specific objectives of agroforestry technologies to achieve optimal overall INRM outcomes, for 
example in relation to whole-of-catchment water use. 
 
ICRAF’s Intellectual Property Management Review. This review focused on ICRAF’s use and 
exchange of tree germplasm, and recommended procedures to manage IP and biosecurity risks. 
ICRAF’s policy on IP and benefit sharing was revised. ICRAF’s germplasm collection was placed 
“in trust” under FAO guidelines, and all seed collection, sharing and distribution transactions are 
recorded through ICRAF’s germplasm database. ICRAF’s policies have been brought in line with 
                                                     
5 In addition, the Panel considered the recently completed external evaluation (conducted in 2005 by William 
Clark, Arnoldo Contreras, and Karl Harmsen) of the CGIAR Alternatives to Slash-and-Burn System Wide 
Program based at ICRAF (see Chapter 3 strategic initiatives). 
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the CBD and the International Undertaking on Plant Genetic Resources. Policy guidelines were 
revised and ICRAF staff informed on their responsibilities. Partly as a result of the review, a 
policy on invasive tree species was formulated and lists of the potentially invasive species were 
compiled.  
 
Tree Domestication Program. ICRAF has adopted to a large extent the eight recommendations of 
the CCER. An innovative tree domestication technology package, accessible to village nurseries, 
has been developed in Humid West Africa. The recommendation that more attention be paid to 
downstream processing and commercial potential of AFTPs is reflected in the title and activities 
of the Trees and Markets theme. “Mega-initiatives” focusing much of ICRAF’s biophysical 
domestication science and market development on just a few species, for example Allanblackia 
and shea, have emerged. A trend has now started whereby partners can follow ICRAF’s 
established protocols optimizing techniques for marcotting, grafting, cutting and seedling 
propagation and field testing, to domesticate a wider range of fruit and medicinal species as these 
are added to the list of priority species through partner interest. For example much of this work 
in Cameroon is now done by university students, albeit under ICRAF supervision. ICRAF should 
continue to transfer this routine applied research by NARS and educational partners and transfer 
its expertise to these other institutions. ICRAF has continued to develop valuable knowledge 
products for the study of on-farm tree biodiversity, and these are being applied in a number of 
studies worldwide. 
 
Cost Saving Plan for the Transport Department. Recommendations were adopted and ICRAF’s 
transport division at Headquarters was outsourced.  
 
Matrix Matters: Biodiversity Research for Rural Landscape Mosaics. This CCER has led to a 
strengthened working relationship with CIFOR by identifying five key research questions and 
five projects. These are now being jointly developed by the two organizations. Based on the 
emerging paradigm that integrates protected areas into broader landscapes of human use and 
biodiversity conservation (particularly in agricultural areas that now constitute the principal land 
use in most of the developing world), the review recommended that this initiative should 
concentrate efforts primarily on understanding and managing biodiversity in the landscape 
matrices surrounding protected areas, focusing its research on tropical ecosystems, particularly in 
the “megadiversity” countries. Much of the approach developed by the review is incorporated in 
the 2005 document “ICRAF and CIFOR – Building on past experience for a Stronger Alliance”. 
 
Market Research and Enterprise Development. This review concentrated on Focal Area 1 of the 
Trees and Markets Theme, “Market Analysis and Support for Enterprise Development”. The 
CCER called for more focus of ICRAF’s MRED effort, concentrating more effort to ensure the 
success of three “Mega-Initiatives” (cocoa agroforestry, Allanblackia and shea). The reviewers 
recommended that ICRAF not try to build business management capacity within the 
organization, but rather concentrate on demonstrating the benefits of agroforestry technologies. 
Since the CCER, ICRAF has moved to appoint a Senior Market Researcher to lead ICRAF’s 
research effort on tree product enterprises and marketing in the Trees and Markets research 
Theme. ICRAF has responded to the 26 recommendations of the CCER – not all were considered 
appropriate. The EPMR Panel endorses particularly the following recommendations of the CCER: 
1. Develop an analytical framework to inform the design and implementation of future MRED 
activities… 
4. Given the pivotal importance of the “T&M mega initiatives”, ICRAF needs to ensure that sufficient 
resources are being devoted to these and that these initiatives are implemented successfully… 
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6. Rather than building business management capacity, ICRAF should concentrate on its strengths, 
namely Research and Development (R&D) on agroforestry products and associated tree management 
practices… 
7. Develop strategic relationships with international, pro-enterprise NGOs and national-level 
NGOs, and business management consulting firms. 
 
The CCER highlighted the benefits of ICRAF developing partnerships with pro-enterprise NGOs 
that have expertise in business development and associated training, rather than ICRAF 
attempting to play this role. 
 
Scaling-up work with partners in Africa. This CCER provides clear recommendations for 
strengthening the quality of ICRAF’s research on scaling up processes, and a good framework for 
distinguishing between scaling up per se, and research thereon. The EPMR Panel particularly 
supports Recommendation number 4 of this CCER: ICRAF should sponsor a research activity 
involving other research organizations (e.g. CIAT) aimed at deriving approaches, methods and 
principles on how to enhance the quality of science in field-orientated research such as ICRAF is 
engaged in. This knowledge product will be considered a valuable public good and will be 
targeted to scientific institutions, which are challenged by the tasks of balancing science quality 
and impact on the livelihoods of the poor.  
 
ICRAF has responded positive to this CCER, accepting virtually all of its recommendations with 
plans to implement them. It will hold two major workshops in 2006 – one to produce outputs and 
outcomes of RELMA scaling-up in ECA and a global workshop to synthesize experience across 
regions. a workshop on implications for policy makers will follow. Recommendations to 
strengthen science quality by better support of Regional lead scientists as well as of better 
linkages across regions have been endorsed. Scaling-up is further considered in Section 2.4. 
 
Agroforestry, Health and Nutrition – ICRAF’s Niches and Priorities. This CCER, together with 
an ICRAF-commissioned literature view provides a strong analytical framework on which 
ICRAF can base future work in this domain. The report notes the potential for ICRAF to 
contribute to the MDGs of reduced child mortality, improved maternal health and reduced 
impact of HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases. It endorses ICRAF’s increased involvement in 
the area and sets clear boundaries for the Center’s role. For example, testing and evaluation of 
treatment by medicinal plants should not be done by ICRAF, but by partners with the required 
expertise such as the Kenya Medical Research Institute. Here ICRAF’s clear area of expertise is in 
the domestication and on-farm cultivation of medicinal plants. This CCER calls for more 
systematic collection of evidence on the impact of agroforestry on health and nutrition. 
Monitoring and evaluation of health and nutrition changes associated with agroforestry 
programs will be important. For example, if it can be demonstrated that access to a year-round 
“calendar” of fresh fruit varieties improves family health, then strong support for the adoption of 
such fruit trees would be justified in rural development programs, even if not all species yield 
cash income through product sales. The new CGIAR Priorities specifically address production of 
fruits to increase incomes. 
 
ICRAF’s response to this CCER has been positive. The Center is considering the appointment of a 
community nutrition specialist, followed by a public health specialist with HIV/AIDS expertise, 
to lead ICRAF’s project development, partnership development and internal learning in health 
and nutrition. Over the last 12 months ICRAF has been pro-active in organizing a number of 
international workshops with potential partners that have addressed the potential contribution of 
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agroforestry to reducing the impact of HIV-AIDS and malaria and, forthcoming in 2006, the 
development of tropical fruit tree species. 
 
Financial Services Unit. The Panel’s comments on this CCER are provided in Chapter 3. 
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2 ICRAF’S THEMES AND REGIONS 
 
2.1 Introduction  
ICRAF’s research, development and capacity building activities occur in seven Regions: East and 
Central Africa (ECA), Southern Africa (SA), Sahel, African Humid Tropics (AHT), Latin America 
(LA), Southeast Asia (SEA) and South Asia. The Themes-by-Regions management matrix aims to 
coordinate activities among Regions through four cross-cutting Themes: Trees and Markets (TM), 
Land and People (LP), Environmental Services (ES) and Strengthening Institutions (SI). Figure 3 
shows the current ICRAF Organigram and Annex 7 shows the 2005 allocation of staff and 
budgets by Regions and Themes. 
 
Figure 3 ICRAF Organigram (2005) 
 
 
Research project activities and outputs can be readily quantified but collectively the research 
needs to be evaluated on the basis of salience, legitimacy and credibility. Linking research to 
development requires that uptake and impacts of research be determined, a more daunting 
task, given that the ultimate clientele of ICRAF consists largely of rural poor living across 
vast landscapes, often at the agricultural - forest interface. With the goal of improving 
production of food and natural resources for the rural poor while enhancing environmental 
services, agroforestry research is accomplished within an INRM framework. To achieve that 
goal the Center relies on a large number of other organizations that transfer research results.  
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2.2 ICRAF THEMES 
2.2.1 Trees and Markets (TM) 
The TM Theme is composed of the equivalent of 16 (including GRU and TM office staff) 
internationally recruited staff (IRS) and 30 (including GRU and TM office staff) nationally 
recruited professional staff (NRS). The Theme represented 22% of the Center’s 2005 budget and 
totaled US$ 6.6 M6. Scientific domestication aims to speed up the provision of “domesticated” 
tree germplasm and information about its appropriate use in farming systems.7 Products of 
domesticated agroforestry trees may be termed Agroforestry Tree Products (AFTPs) to 
distinguish them from the products of wild trees.  
 
The naming of the TM theme reflects a profound change that took place in the thinking of ICRAF 
and other agencies, commencing in the 1990s, from viewing agroforestry as primarily a set of 
technologies that provide environmental services and underpin agricultural sustainability to a 
vision where AFTPs can also be marketed profitably, locally or internationally, to help 
smallholder farmers escape from poverty. There is now an effort to align agroforestry tree 
domestication with the new CGIAR systemwide priorities and the MDGs. This change in 
emphasis was advocated by the CCER of the (then) ICRAF Tree Domestication Program. 
Inevitably, this more comprehensive vision of domestication for the TM theme means that there 
will be conceptual overlap with the Land and People and Environmental Services research 
themes. There is now a strong emphasis on linking the biological aspects of domestication to 
market chain analysis, ways in which markets for AFTPs may develop to benefit the poor, and 
how domestication might strengthen these markets. 
 
ICRAF and its partners have successfully challenged earlier more limited concepts of tree 
domestication that were derived largely from the breeding of timber trees for industrial 
plantations. They have recognized that smallholder farmers require a range of AFTPs and 
services from many different species, and have championed the strong involvement of farmers in 
the domestication process. ICRAF has now developed a Domestication Checklist for individual 
species, which is used as a functional tool for approaching the domestication of agroforestry 
species. Category headings in the Domestication Checklist are: 1. Objectives; 2. Species 
characteristics; 3. Marketing; 4. Germplasm; 5. Research knowledge base and gaps; 6. Selection 
and improvement opportunities; and 7. Dissemination and adoption. 
 
Review of domestication activities since last EPMR. The current ICRAF MTP lists four focal 
areas and 14 outputs for TM research effort: market analysis and support to tree product 
enterprises, sustainable seed and seedling systems for sound conservation and use of genetic 
                                                     
6 Based on a combination of regional budgets, thematic leadership investment, the Germplasm Resources Unit 
and its proportional share of research management and administration. 
7 ICRAF’s working definition of tree domestication is broad:” Domesticating agroforestry trees involves bringing 
species into wider cultivation through a farmer-driven and market-led process. This is a science-based and 
iterative process involving the identification, production, management and adoption of high quality germplasm. 
High quality germplasm in agroforestry incorporates dimensions of productivity, fitness for purpose, viability 
and diversity. Strategies for individual species differ according to their functional use, biology, management 
alternative and target environments. Domestication can occur anywhere along the continuum from the wild to 
the genetically transformed state. The intensity of domestication activities warranted for a single species will be 
dictated by a combination of biological, scientific, policy, economic and social factors. In tandem with species 
strategies are approaches to domesticate landscapes by investigating and modifying the uses, values, interspecific 
diversity, ecological functions, numbers and niches of both planted and naturally regenerated areas.” 
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resources of agroforestry systems, tree domestication with intensification and diversification of 
tree cultivation systems, and farmer-led development and scaling up of tree-based options. The 
Theme has produced research outputs in all of ICRAF’s Regions with the exception of South 
Asia. The Center’s TM activities can conveniently be reviewed according to species that yield 
major AFTP functional groups, because the type of domestication strategy tends to differ 
markedly and systematically among these groups. 
 
Shrubs for soil fertility improvement and animal fodder. Many Ms of propagules (usually 
seeds, which may be converted to seedlings, or in some cases stem cuttings) must be produced at 
affordable cost to enable scaling-up of fertilizer trees and fodder technologies. Although the 
aggregate benefit can be high, the value of each individual tree to the farmer and the farmer 
effort invested per individual tree are small. ICRAF’s Germplasm Resources Unit (GRU) has 
done a good job in leading this scaling-up, based on initial well-documented germplasm 
collections of the fallow and fodder species in the 1990s followed by development of seed 
orchards; it can now provide genetically diverse “starter packs” of seed of the best provenances 
of the key species to enable other agencies (NARS and NGOs) to establish their own seed 
production areas, following ICRAF’s guidelines. The adoption of fertilizer trees and fodder trees 
by hundreds of thousands of farmers in SA and ECA has required huge quantities of tree 
germplasm as an essential input, demonstrating a substantial accomplishment in germplasm 
delivery. The ongoing lead role required of the GRU to provide backstopping to partner 
organizations is clear. There are still many problems in the scaling-up of germplasm, as 
exemplified by the use of Calliandra seed in Central Kenya. Free distribution of seed by some 
projects discourages private sector seed production and marketing, making seed supply chains 
unsustainable once projects finish. Gliricidia sepium and Grevillea robusta are other important 
agroforestry species for which shortages of seed continue to limit adoption, despite decades of 
effort by ICRAF and its partners.  
 
Fruit, nut and medicinal trees. Fruit, nut and medicinal trees are important for domestic 
consumption and health promotion, as well as providing commercial opportunity for farmers 
through sale of AFTPs. The value produced per tree, and hence the production effort or the price 
payable per seedling, is generally much greater than with the fallow and fodder species. These 
species are thus more amenable to the technologies of marcotting, grafting and cutting 
propagation to propagate highly-selected genotypes at a higher unit cost than could be borne in 
the case of fertilizer or fodder trees. 
 
Since the last EPMR, ICRAF has led a strong, well-focused effort in the participatory 
domestication of indigenous fruit, nut and medicinal trees (hereafter termed IFTs), especially in 
the African Humid Tropics (AHT) and SA regions. A substantial number of journal papers 
reporting this work have been published especially in the last two to three years. Many of these 
publications report the basic domestication processes of characterizing phenotypic and genetic 
variability in the wild and semi-domesticated populations, selection of superior material, and 
research on the technical aspects of propagation. Evidence is now emerging on the performance 
of domesticated germplasm in comparison with valid unimproved controls, both on-station and 
in farmers’ fields. The Panel suggests that the TM theme should now make a strong effort to publish the 
results on the performance of domesticated germplasm; it should also establish additional well-designed 
field trials enabling further such comparisons to be made, as an essential step in demonstrating the impact 
of domestication. 
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The Panel saw clear evidence that the process of participatory domestication in the AHT, the 
Sahel and SA, has been able to capture precocious and prolific IFT cultivars, with desired 
superior product characteristics, for several of the priority species, and that these cultivars are 
now being planted, at least in AHT, by many hundreds of farmers. ICRAF involvement in the 
domestication of medicinal plants, over 50% of which are woody species, has been supported in 
the 2005 CCER on Agroforestry, Health and Nutrition. ICRAF’s role here is to lead the 
domestication of medicinal plants, ideally to specification provided by partners with expertise in 
medical research. Where a clear demand emerges for a major species, it can become a 
domestication “flagship” species, as has already happened with Prunus africana. The Panel 
suggests that, in the domestication of medicinal plants, ICRAF should work under the guidance of 
strategic partners with the required medical and pharmacological expertise. 
 
The next few years will be critical in determining whether farmer use of improved cultivars of 
IFTs can be scaled-up and whether they have a positive impact on the incomes of the poor, and 
on their health through improved nutrition via increased consumption of fruits and nuts, and 
better availability of medicinal plants. Scaling-up, adoption and impact issues for domesticated 
IFTs will become increasingly important.  
 
While the bulk of ICRAF’s effort is on developing IFTs, it has also worked with its farmer and 
NARS partners in the domestication of exotic species such as mango, avocado and citrus, and in 
testing and adoption of improved “exotic” cultivars of pantropical species such as Tamarindus 
and Zizyphus. Commencing in 2003, domestication of the oil-producing tree genus Allanblackia 
has emerged as having real potential to be a major new export agro-industry for tropical African 
countries. There is already some progress in the commencement of biological domestication, and 
market chain planning. There are major biophysical challenges to the domestication of this genus, 
justifying a special effort in biophysical domestication to support ICRAF’s Allanblackia “mega-
initiative”. 
 
Timber trees. The participatory domestication approach appears less appropriate for tree species 
that are grown primarily for timber. Growth, form and wood quality traits are less easy for 
farmers to assess, and less heritable in small unreplicated farm plantings, than are the product 
quantity/quality traits, which are the primary focus of IFT domestication. A recent Smallholder 
Timber Workshop focused strongly on the lumber market chain, reporting inter alia the work by 
ICRAF and partners in the Kenyan highlands and in Indonesia. Problems of poorly developed 
markets, low recovery of saleable timber from harvested farm trees, and farmers and small-scale 
processors not having necessary market information, were documented. Whether ICRAF can and 
should contribute directly to improving this situation, or leave such work to national forestry 
research institutes and the private sector, needs careful consideration. The silviculture of growing 
trees in on-farm woodlots for timber production has been well documented for decades by many 
agencies, and it does not appear to the Panel that ICRAF has any special comparative advantage 
in this area. The Panel suggests that ICRAF’s TM Theme should redirect its effort from the silviculture 
and productivity of timber tree woodlots to research on other multipurpose species and systems. 
 
Domestication of agroforestry landscapes. ICRAF has developed a research agenda around the 
tree biodiversity of agroforestry landscapes, and has published strongly in this area in recent 
years. The methods developed have been made available for use by others in a package of 
software and user instructions (Tree Biodiversity Package 2005), which has already been 
extended to partners through training courses, notably in ECA and the Sahel. These methods are 
now being integrated into ICRAF’s research projects that have a biodiversity focus. The link of 
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this research to poverty reduction is indirect, via assumptions about the relationship between 
agro-ecosystem diversity and stability/productivity. The level of diversity required for agro-
ecosystem stability may be relatively low and may not match well with the interests of the world 
“biodiversity community”. The biodiversity work done to date by TM, especially in ECA, has 
been valuable in documenting what patterns of biodiversity actually exist on smallholder farms, 
and how these relate to the “seedling biodiversity” available in local tree nurseries. Maintenance 
of the genetic quality of on-farm populations of agroforestry trees is a major challenge, because 
seed production areas or seed stands are often of insufficient size and genetic diversity to prevent 
severe inbreeding while information about genetic pedigrees is difficult to secure when farmers 
exchange material. ICRAF-led studies of small nurseries in the East African Highlands have been 
useful in highlighting this problem. The continuation of this work by the Center will add some 
valuable information about genetic and species diversity in agroforestry lands. 
 
Major workshops held in 2004 and 2005 on smallholder timber production and agroforestry and 
health attracted strong international contributions and show that ICRAF is leading partnership 
development in agroforestry tree domestication. Another major workshop on tropical fruit tree 
domestication is scheduled for 2006. Workshop proceedings are usually in the form of a CD 
(rather than book publication) – a low-cost but not always externally accessible medium. Often 
workshop presentations are only in the form of PowerPoint slides, but many good written papers 
are presented at these workshops. Links on the ICRAF website to allow the public to request 
workshop proceedings CDs would be useful. However, workshop publications alone cannot 
guide those organizations and researchers getting involved in agroforestry domestication and 
product marketing. ICRAF should summarize the information in a book, which would; double as 
a review of knowledge and methodology and be a general “how-to” guide explaining clearly the 
approach to participatory domestication, including market chain analysis, for a range of AFTPs. 
The Panel suggests that ICRAF should commission a book on participatory agroforestry domestication 
and associated development of AFTP markets, to consolidate the knowledge and proven methodology 
gained to date.  
 
Market studies. A substantial body of research on AFTP markets and enterprise development is 
underway in several of the Regions, though more is undoubtedly required. While some useful 
general syntheses and review papers have been published recently, major results from ICRAF’s 
research studies on markets since the last EPMR are generally not yet available as published 
papers. An exception is the research on Vitellaria product quality in the Sahel, which has 
generated a good series of papers. Several other major studies, such as market-chain analysis of 
indigenous fruits in SA and economics of participatory tree nurseries in Cameroon, have recently 
been reported in doctoral and MSc research theses, and it is now important that such results are 
published in peer-reviewed outlets. The Panel suggests that ICRAF should publish syntheses of 
marketing studies and transfer to NARS the methodology for such studies. 
 
Germplasm Resources Unit. Activities and outputs of the GRU are documented in Section 2.2.1. 
The Agroforestree Database 3.0 produced by the GRU is a major advance on previous versions, 
with basic climatic matching and AFTP information. It is a clear example of an IPG, and its wide 
uptake is demonstrated by the distribution of 3,000 copies since it was released last year. Further 
updates will be appropriate as new information comes to hand. It is not clear to the Panel why 
the GRU is separated conceptually in the Center’s structure since it is so closely allied with the 
work of the TM Theme. The Panel suggests that the Germplasm Resources Unit should be fully 
integrated within the TM Theme to simplify strategic scientific planning and operational control; its global 
roles need not be affected by this new structural position. 
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2.2.2 Land and People (LP) 
The LP Theme accounts for 19 IRS and 35 NRS representing US$ 5.2 M (17%) of the total budget8. 
The Theme has four focal areas: 1. Improving rural livelihoods through integrated soil fertility 
management; 2. Conserving soil and water for productive agricultural landscapes; 3. Sustaining 
productive farming systems through improved agroforestry management; and 4 Reaching the 
poor with agroforestry and INRM innovation. LP has comparative advantages in several areas 
including excellent staff skills in soil-related work, modeling and property rights. It has 
developed methods and capacity for conducting large-scale, cross-scale, cross-site and cross-
disciplinary research. It has experience in testing and scaling-up agroforestry innovations, and 
demonstrated ability to generate IPGs and deliver impact to smallholder farmers. 
 
Since the last EPMR, the LP theme has focused its research in four regions: ECA, SA, the Sahel 
and SEA. The theme has had several notable achievements including: (1) technological options 
for farmers (e.g. the development of fertilizer tree management options); (2) land management 
principles (e.g. understanding the relationship between vegetative cover and land degradation in 
different contexts); (3) research methods (e.g. near infrared spectroscopy for soil and plant 
analysis); (4) modeling (e.g. wide validation of models for assessing the effects of AF 
interventions); (5) determining empirical cause-effect relationships in land management (e.g. 
assessing drivers of land use change); (6) institutional innovations for land management (e.g. the 
study and promotion of Landcare); (7) capacity building (e.g. support for research for doctoral 
students, case studies on methods of scaling-up); (8) policy analysis and recommendations (e.g. 
understanding land tenure policy constraints and implementing policy experiments). 
 
Several major scientific publications on soil fertility and land management have been produced 
since the last EPMR. ICRAF reported that many of these outputs and those produced during the 
pre-1998 period were transformed into outcomes on the ground of significant proportion, and 
new research methods such as Near Infra-red Analysis and the development of Before-After-
Control-Impact-Pairing techniques to enable valid monitoring of technology impacts in on-farm 
trials and at the landscape level.  
 
High-level interactions with policy makers have resulted in agroforestry technologies and 
innovations being incorporated into several key strategy documents. ICRAF cites, for example, its 
inputs into the new land law of Malawi, and the food security strategy of Ethiopia. The LP 
Theme helped to build the capacity of extension systems and development organizations to bring 
fertilizer tree systems into the mainstream of their development programs, and promoted soil 
conservation technologies, fodder trees, live hedges, and improved agroforestry management 
options.  
 
Several project evaluations conducted by ICRAF and its partners have reported that hundreds of 
thousands of farmers have benefited by adopting such agroforestry systems. The Panel members 
were not able to verify these adoption rates directly during the review, although the estimates for 
adoption of fertilizer trees in SA and fodder trees in ECA appear soundly based and valid. The 
actual impacts of these innovations on farmers’ livelihoods, as opposed to uptake rates, have yet 
to be systematically quantified. The Panel suggests that impact studies of innovations on farmers’ 
livelihoods, as opposed to uptake rates, should be designed and quantified in the near term. 
                                                     
8 Based on a combination of regional budgets, thematic leadership investment and its proportional share of 
research management and administration. 
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ICRAF recognizes that much of its past analysis of innovations has been focused on single 
technologies but now most projects focus on a problem or a geographical area and aim to test 
integrated technology, institutional and policy interventions. The LP theme is developing 
conceptual models and tools to isolate different cause-effect processes within such complexity.   
 
Policy research. Much of the policy research conducted by the Theme has been on property 
rights. ICRAF's involvement in some activities on property rights dates as far back as the 1980s, 
synthesizing materials and conducting workshops. This research has been conducted in 
conjunction with the Environmental Services Theme. ICRAF has been able to develop linkages 
with ARIs such as the Universities of Alberta, Florida and Wisconsin, to conduct joint research in 
this area9. The Panel agrees that research on property rights is important because access and 
control over natural resources such as trees is a critical issue for farmers. The Panel considers that 
ICRAF’s achievements in this area have been remarkable, judging from the outputs, publications, 
and impacts since the 1990s. The achievements are particularly appreciable because attribution to 
policy work is not always easy.  
 
ICRAF’s planned research in the area of property rights includes: 1. Gender, property rights and 
agroforestry; 2. Land markets and NRM; 3. Landscape level property rights systems; and 
4. Examination of the potential of property rights as compensation to communities for 
environmental services. These research themes are commendable but there is some doubt as to 
whether they respond to the needs of the poor. Since the property rights problems are not the 
same everywhere, disaggregation by Region or development domain of property rights issues 
would be meaningful. While good research has been done in the area of property rights, the 
Center’s research in other areas of policy has been more limited. It will be useful for the LP 
Theme to indicate how its outputs relate to the MDGs. The recently completed joint IFPRI-World 
Bank publication on agriculture and the MDGs lays the foundation for such analysis.  
 
While there are many alternative suppliers of policy research, ICRAF is in the unique position to 
conduct policy research with emphasis on agroforestry systems. The Panel believes that this is an 
important area of research that the LP Theme should indeed pursue. Successful adoption of 
technologies requires a combination of technology, institutional and policy interventions. This 
raises the question of the nature of policy research within the LP Theme and at the Center in 
general. The Panel suggests further strategic research should be undertaken on policies that have an 
impact on the uptake of agroforestry innovations, in the light of national, regional and global goals.  
 
2.2.3 Environmental Services (ES) 
The ES theme includes the equivalent staff of 7 IRS and 16 NRS, representing US$ 3.7 M (12%) of 
the total budget10. An INRM approach is taken by the ES Theme with the aim of simultaneously 
increasing food security, reducing poverty, and enhancing environmental protection. Four focus 
                                                     
9 ICRAF’s work on property rights has been cited in many places by peers. Policy changes have resulted in many 
countries. In Indonesia, for example, the Krui decree in 1998 stated the government’s intention not to contest a 
certain area of State land in Sumatra occupied by settlers and gave farmers security from eviction, enabling them 
to reap benefits from long-term investments. In Zambia, ICRAF worked with village chiefs to identify solutions 
that could minimize conflicts between agriculture and livestock grazing, and reap benefits from fertilizer tree 
fallows (which benefit livestock owners as well from increased maize stover). 
10 Based on a combination of regional budgets, thematic leadership investment and its proportional share of 
research management and administration. 
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areas are grouped under ES: watershed management, biological diversity, climate change, and 
environmental governance.  
 
Watershed Management research focuses on linking land production and hydrologic roles of 
agroforestry across multiple scales and in different contexts that enhances the welfare of rural 
poor. The Center’s research in watershed management focuses on three areas: (1) fundamental 
hydrologic response and modeling land-use effects on water flow and quality at different scales 
(WaNulCAS, GenRiver), (2) methods of engaging local participation, diagnosis, and planning to 
achieve production with watershed benefits, and (3) linking watershed and other environmental 
services to upland poor people (RUPES -- Rewarding the Upland Poor for Environmental 
Services). Watershed management research has been the strongest focal area of ES focus and has 
produced high quality and relevant research. To continue the momentum of this research, ICRAF 
is encouraged to build upon current watershed research to develop more comprehensive 
hydrologic models and develop (or adopt) a framework to determine the economic implications 
of agroforestry practices, both on-site and downstream (e.g. FAO Guidelines for Economic 
Appraisal of Watershed Management Projects).  
 
Biodiversity research concentrates on the ways in which agroforestry affects biodiversity in 
working landscapes and in landscape mosaics that include protected areas. There are strong 
linkages to the ASB program and activities in East Africa, Sahel, the Amazon and Indonesia. 
Emphasis is on diagnosis, assessments, and tools that determine how agroforestry can enhance 
biodiversity relative to other land use practices. An important dimension of biodiversity concerns 
the introduction of invasive species and their impacts on biodiversity. 
 
Climate Change research centers on two aspects that directly benefit the rural poor: (1) linking 
agroforestry to carbon sequestration and carbon markets, and (2) determining the extent to which 
agroforestry can enhance the farmer’s ability to cope with the extremes of climate and climate 
change. There is also fundamental research on how different land use systems, including 
agroforestry, affect climate change. High quality research and publications are being produced, 
however, there is a limited number of staff and activity compared to the other focus areas. ICRAF 
should examine this area of research in terms of salience, comparative advantage and critical 
mass. The Panel suggests that fundamental science elements of the work on climate change should be 
undertaken by advanced institutions elsewhere; ICRAF’s research should concentrate on strategies for 
farmers to cope with climatic change and carbon sequestration benefits for rural smallholders. 
 
Environmental Governance is a highly productive focal area of research that provides methods 
of assessing trade-offs between different types of land use, including agroforestry, and 
environmental services. Key policy issues that affect implementation, widespread adoption and 
diffusion of agroforestry and associated improvements in land use that have environmental 
benefits, are addressed. Governance and policies are studied that address the inequities that exist 
between the rural poor, who implement land use change, and those who receive the 
environmental services that result from those changes. This research and its associated 
development activities encompass all three ES focal areas above, and is a key to transferring 
research results into policies that can enhance and sustain environmental services.  
 
The ES Theme is widely represented across Regions with SEA being a major contributor in the 
development of models and tools for assessing the effects of land use change on production and 
environmental protection. The work provides a common thread of research that cuts across 
themes, regions, the AHI and ASB programs, and other centers (CIFOR, ILRI and others). 
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Research in watershed management is the focus area most emphasized by local and regional 
stakeholders, whereas, research on biodiversity and climate change is endorsed more by global 
audiences.  
 
Research activities and outputs. ICRAF is to be commended on the success of ES Theme 
research. The development and application of models used at different scales (trees- fields-
watersheds) under the ES theme in the SEA represent IPGs that have the potential for broad 
application across regions. This research is complemented by the LP Theme research on soil 
quality assessments and erosion-sediment evaluations of watersheds. The infra-red spectroscopy 
technologies have relevance beyond agroforestry applications to other research and development 
institutions dealing with integrated natural resource management. The Panel recognized that 
much of the fundamental soils research related to below-ground biodiversity and technologies 
for assessing soil quality, erosion and sedimentation have provided basic information that is 
necessary to develop and apply models that can connect land use change to watershed, 
biodiversity and carbon sequestration impacts.  
 
A key IGP that has been developed in SEA under the ES Theme is development of the RUPES 
approach. RUPES addresses “methods by which beneficiaries of environmental services can pay 
upland communities for their environmental stewardship” and includes: (1) quantifying 
environmental services, (2) developing environmental service agreements, (3) supporting 
enabling environments, (4) raising awareness of the value of environmental services, and (5) 
forming effective partnerships. RUPES also provides a framework for linking farmer land use to 
improvements in environmental services (watershed management, biodiversity conservation, 
carbon sequestration) and subsequently to governance and policy issues that need to be 
addressed. This approach has merit beyond the SEA Region and should, therefore, be applied to 
other regions. The Panel supports discussions currently underway to expand the RUPES 
approach in Africa. 
 
Contributions of the ES Theme are largely the result of cross-fertilization that has been achieved 
across Themes and Regions for which ICRAF is to be complimented. Senior staff members play 
multi-disciplinary roles; some who play leadership roles in the four focal areas of ES also play 
leading roles in LP focus areas. Likewise the Regional Coordinator of SEA is a team leader in 
biodiversity conservation, but has been a major leader and contributor to watershed management 
research. There is clearly a level of overlap between themes. The multiple roles played by senior 
scientists are indicative of both a multi-talented motivated staff, but also a symptom of the lack of 
depth in the respective discipline areas in Themes. ICRAF would benefit from increasing its 
number of junior scientist and post-doctorate positions, with the appropriate disciplinary 
backgrounds; greater research rigor in disciplines could be achieved, thereby strengthening the 
Center’s research capabilities. The Panel suggests that ICRAF should make a strong case for increasing 
funding for post-doctorate and junior scientist positions (see also section 1.5.1). 
 
The ES Theme Leader is actively engaged across other Themes and Regions, but like other Theme 
Leaders, has an uneven presence. There is concern by some Regional Coordinators that Theme 
Leaders cannot adequately support all the regions. Given the expansion of ICRAF in Asia and 
elsewhere, the key scientists in ES will be further stretched geographically and will unlikely be 
able to play effective roles in all areas of need. It will become increasingly important for ICRAF to 
prioritize and concentrate activities where it can be most effective; this may mean reducing effort 
or presence in some countries/regions. 
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The ES Theme has produced 129 publications from 1997-2004 covering a range of subjects and 
outlets. There is a good mix of journal articles with many in top quality journals of high impact 
(e.g. Science, Nature, and Bioscience) and appropriately a good number in Agroforestry Systems 
and other agricultural journals. The level and quality of productivity by the Theme Leader and 
senior scientists is impressive; this productivity transcends Themes and Regions for the most 
part. The Panel suggests ES team should develop or adopt a framework to address the economic 
implications of agroforestry practices, both on-site and downstream. 
 
2.2.4 Strengthening Institutions (SI) 
The SI Theme includes the equivalent of 10 IRS and 12 NRS, representing 12% of the whole 
Center’s budget and totaling US$ 3.6 M in 200511. Since its inception, ICRAF has had a good 
reputation for the range and quality of its training activities and products. Initially these 
concentrated on long and short specialized courses on the philosophy, practices and research 
methods of agroforestry and information delivery from research. In addition, workshops have 
addressed specific policy, socio-economic, biotechnical and environmental topics and methods 
for scientists, extension workers and policy-makers. These have been offered in Nairobi and 
many other locations in all of the Center’s regions, including pilot schools and 27 international 
training events for 750 national scientists since 1998. Some ICRAF scientists in Africa question the 
effectiveness of short courses unless integrated into ongoing collaborative research projects 
where skills can be applied and assessed in a mode of learning by doing. Most of ICRAF training 
is funded by projects so there is no overall coherence and continuity. 
 
Latterly the Theme has focused on the development of specialized modules and whole curricula 
for diploma and degree courses due to demand by national institutions especially under the 
African and South East Asian Networks for Agroforestry Education (ANAFE and SEANAFE 
respectively) to have agroforestry institutionalized in national education programs. The Panel 
recognizes that recently there has been an almost global decline in academic education in 
agriculture and forestry. This has occurred at a time when public awareness of the values and 
importance of the products and services obtainable from forests and trees has been at its highest. 
It is also at a time when demands for agricultural products are rapidly exceeding supply, 
especially in Africa. Furthermore, curricula in African institutions have largely been based on 
those in former colonial countries. Agroforestry only commenced as a recognized teachable and 
researchable discipline in the 1970s and proved very different from traditional agriculture and 
forestry in both the range of its multiple-component disciplines and the need to create 
interdisciplinary approaches to both teaching and research. 
 
ICRAF has therefore focused on strengthening the capacity of universities through agroforestry 
curriculum development and staff training on the premise that only with such improvements can 
the increasing deficit of skilled manpower be arrested and individuals attracted into the resource 
management professions. ICRAF hosts and coordinates the ANAFE composed of 128 African 
educational institutions which has assisted 67 African colleges and universities to review their 
curricula and incorporate multidisciplinary approaches to natural resources management. 
Through the efforts of ICRAF headquarters, regional offices and several donors, many university 
teachers have completed doctoral programs at a range of African and overseas universities while 
many more non-university staff have followed MSc and PhD programs to enhance their research 
                                                     
11 Based on a combination of regional budgets, thematic leadership investment, the training unit and its 
proportional share of research management and administration. The SI theme also attracts attached staff usually 
on short term contracts from various collaborating institutions. 
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capacity, usually using project material from ICRAF activities. While these developments are 
laudable, it is not clear whether ICRAF should be directly involved in curriculum development in 
large numbers of universities and colleges as opposed to developing the science, technology and 
policy thinking that should be considered by national educators. The Panel notes that some of the 
African university departments feel the curricula or modules were pressed on them when they 
did not recognize the need and did not have the resources to teach the additional material, or 
wished to develop their own12. The Panel suggests that ICRAF should now engage in assisting the 
networks it has helped to establish to function as stand-alone networks.  
 
ICRAF is leading a Systemwide project that aims at developing a CGIAR training community of 
practice with a presence on the worldwide web under the CGXchange portal of the CGIAR ICT-
KM Program. The community has developed a CGIAR learning objects repository 
(http://learning.cgiar.org/) integrated in an open source learning management system. These tools 
have been developed in partnership with ARIADNE, the European Knowledge Pool, and the 
Commonwealth of Learning. 
 
Although free-standing capacity building is not included in the CGIAR priorities, it may be 
included in research and development activities. Currently ICRAF deploys its limited 
unrestricted core resources to advance its strategic research (30%) while it attracts restricted grant 
funding (70%) for deepening the research and for building the capacity of national partners. 
ICRAF is one of the few CGIAR Centers that still maintains a significant investment in a training 
unit. In view of the relatively recent emergence of agroforestry, the complexity of the discipline, 
the weakness of local institutions particularly in Africa, and the value of ICRAF’s earlier research 
and training experience, the Panel believes that targeted capacity building in collaboration with 
local institutions is a justifiable and important activity for the Center. However, basic university 
educational curricula in agroforestry are now well established and their modification for local 
institutions should be the responsibility of trained, local staff. The expansion of ANAFE to BASIC 
offers opportunities to upgrade local institutions through the association with northern country 
institutions by incorporating latest techniques and enhancing staff skills. 
 
The current and desirable positions of ICRAF on the RDA continuum are debated in Section 2.4. 
However, the present analysis indicates that strengthening institutions is a cross-cutting activity 
that is not analogous to the other three Themes but that should draw on the total work of the 
Center as a Headquarters unit. To train the trainers in NGOs and CBOs or farmer trainers, the 
unit should be involved in, and capitalize on, existing training in the Regions. Given the vision of 
the Center and the targets of several Regions, the numbers of trained trainers required is 
prodigious and ICRAF should be taking a more strategic view of its role in providing them.  
 
The Training Unit’s work focuses on Advancing agroforestry research and development through 
training and education and this is done through short, specialist learning events focusing on topics 
for which the Center has a comparative advantage as a result of its collaborative research and 
development agenda. Participants in these learning events are scientists, technicians, 
                                                     
12 In 2004 ANAFE and FARA cosponsored and convened a workshop hosted by the African Union to develop a 
new initiative for Building Africa’s Scientific and Institutional Capacity for Agriculture and Natural Resources 
(BASIC); based on the successful ANAFE model this will strengthen inter-African university collaboration and 
will be extended to promote collaboration with universities in the North and with CGIAR Centers and their 
partners. The ICRAF Theme Leader has been sub-contracted to chair the African Academy of Sciences program to 
enhance such cooperation further and this in turn links to the work of the Third World Academy which will 
benefit from the international public goods of ICRAF’s experience and materials. 
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development specialists, policy makers, etc. ICRAF scientists do some farmer training, but this is 
specifically geared at assisting them to understand AF technologies so they can assist in research 
for scaling up.  
 
There is evidence that ICRAF's work, especially that supported by the Training Unit, has been 
increasingly geared towards farmer training although it is not clear whether participants were 
practicing farmers or farmer-trainers. ICRAF has prepared and disseminated large numbers of 
training aids for extension and farmer training programs conducted by ICRAF staff and partners. 
These have been translated into local languages and have generally been well received. In the 
Panel’s view, these are essential elements of scaling-up the results of research. However, the 
greater emphasis on university education and the relatively low use of local partners across 
Themes and within Regions to deliver training has resulted in ICRAF not reaching the target 
audience fully. To remedy this, ICRAF’s current SI strategy focuses on multiplier institutions 
such as technical colleges and farmer learning institutions. 
 
While there may be some debate about the extent of ICRAF’s involvement in the delivery of 
training in comparison with strategic support for national delivery, it is clear that the Center is 
not conducting research per se on training. Also real institutional strengthening comprises more 
than just education and training in professional or technical aspects of agroforestry. Institutions 
must be able to plan, initiate, implement, monitor and administer their programs and activities. 
ICRAF’s NARS and other partners are commonly deficient in these skills but the Center has not 
taught them seriously nor does it have any comparative advantage to do so. However, the Theme 
should consider how to refocus its efforts and to ensure that its training products are placed in an 
appropriate managerial environment. The Panel suggests that the Training Unit should be fully 
integrated with the SI Theme. The change in structure and recommended function is discussed 
further in Chapter 6. 
 
The contribution of graduate students in ICRAF’s research output is quite significant. At any 
time, ICRAF scientists supervise up to 50 graduate students (Master and PhD programs) from 
many universities around the world. The theses are all available in the ICRAF library. Many such 
graduates, especially those from developing countries, become great assets and partners in 
developing research and education programs in their institutions.  
 
The Panel suggests that ICRAF should consolidate the number of foci within its respective Themes 
to strengthen and concentrate research on topics that address ICRAF’s priorities. 
 
2.3 ICRAF Regions 
The Center currently has staff based in 45 field offices in the 24 countries listed in Table 2.  The 
seven Regions of ICRAF are the focal geographic areas where research is largely conducted. All 
have high incidence of acute poverty, food insecurity and environmental degradation, thus 
creating potential ‘strategic entry points’ for agroforestry interventions. 
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Table 2 Countries where ICRAF operates 
1. Bangladesh 1. Dhaka 25. Maputo 
2. Bhutan 2. Bhutan 
14. Mozambique 
26. Tete 
3. Brazil 3. Belem 15. Nigeria 27. Onne 
4. Cameroon 4. Yaoundé 28. Lima 
5. Kunming 29. Pucallpa 
5. China 
6. Beijing 
16. Peru 
30. Yurimaguas 
7. Kikwit 31. Bohol 6. DRC 
Congo 8. Mbandaka 32. Claveria 
7. Ethiopia 9. Addis Ababa 33. Lantapan 
8. Guinea 10. Labe 34. Los Baños 
9. India 11. New Delhi 
17. Philippines 
35. Visayas 
12. Bogor 18. Rwanda 36. Kigali 
13. Halimun 37. Colombo 
14. Lampung Sumberjaya 
19. Sri Lanka 
38. Kandy 
15. Muara Bungo (Jambi) 39. Dar-es-Salaam 
10. Indonesia 
16. Sanggau (West Kalimantan) 
20. Tanzania 
40. Tabora 
17. Kisumu 21. Thailand 41. Chiang Mai 
18. Meru 42. Kabale 11. Kenya 
19. Nairobi 
22. Uganda 
43. Kampala 
20. Chitedze 23. Zambia 44. Chipata 
12. Malawi 
21. Makoka 24. Zimbabwe 45. Harare 
22. Bamako 
23. Samanko 13. Mali 
24. Segou 
 
2.3.1 African Humid Tropics (AHT) 
This Region accounts for the equivalent of 3 IRS, 4 NRS and represents US$ 1.5 M (5%) of the 
total budget13. The main farming systems for AHT are multi-strata cocoa agroforests, and maize 
and cassava are the main food crops. The annual budget for the Region has increased from about 
US$400,000 in 2000 to some US$1.5M for year 2005, with further large projects under 
development. Relationships with partners and local donor organizations are excellent. ICRAF-
AHT researched improved fallow technologies for soil fertility replenishment during the 1990s. 
The Center’s participatory domestication research, the main regional activity since 1998, aims to 
make it possible for farmers to enrich their farming systems by planting selected superior 
germplasm of a range of useful tree species yielding fruit, nut/oil, medicinal and vegetable 
AFTPs. The team started domestication work with five priority species identified through 
participatory species ranking in the mid 1990s. Other species have since been added, notably 
Allanblackia species which have become a strong priority for domestication since 2003 with the 
strategic mega-initiative supported by Unilever, IUCN and other partners. Most of AHT’s work 
has been done in Cameroon, with one researcher based in Nigeria. Recently, the team has started 
                                                     
13 Based on a combination of thematic budgets, thematic leadership investment and its proportional share of 
research management and administration. 
 34 
projects in DRC and Gabon and is investigating new projects in Liberia. Some of these new 
projects appear to focus primarily on extending the domestication technology package with 
relatively little new science involved. Projects addressing biodiversity conservation and 
alternative livelihoods around important biodiversity reserves in the Congo basin are currently 
being developed.  
 
Outputs and impacts. Improved fallows, while successful biophysically, were not adopted 
widely in AHT because soil fertility decline is not a top priority problem for most farmers. They 
will probably have greater uptake in the savannah zone to the north, although some adaptive 
research will be required. By focusing the efforts of a team of researchers for over eight years, the 
AHT team has created significant IPGs through the development and demonstration of a novel 
technology package of participatory tree domestication involving village communities. Once they 
have mastered the technologies and set up a local nursery, farmer groups can incorporate 
outstanding selections of their priority tree species into their farming systems. On-station gains in 
performance through change in the propagation method and/or genetic selection have been 
clearly demonstrated, and the strategy is being enthusiastically adopted by farmers associated 
with over 100 small rural nurseries. Important issues now to be faced are the feasibility and best 
ways of scaling-up across regions and countries, the socio-economic evaluation of integrating 
improved trees into AHT farming systems, and the marketing/value-adding/livelihood impact of 
AFTPs produced by the improved trees.  
 
AHT has a strong program of capacity building via supervision of university students for MSc 
and BSc studies on ICRAF projects, supported by grants from ANAFE and ICRAF. The Center’s 
scientific staff each supervise at least one student per year. 
 
Relationships to Headquarters and other Regions. Feedback on AHT science quality from HQ 
was better in the past when there were Programs than it is now with the Themes. The 
“mentoring” system to develop the careers of young scientists in ICRAF has not worked well in 
the Regions – HQ senior staff have not been able to deliver effective mentoring to nationally 
recruited staff in AHT (not enough face-to-face contact). Local mentoring is undertaken. As with 
other Regions, there are insufficient resources for scientists to visit and learn from other Regions 
and thus strengthen science quality. Staff have serious concerns about some human resources 
issues including insurance, promotion policy, travel allowance, and risk management.  
 
Several of the West African countries have a dearth of partners such as NGOs and NARES to 
complement ICRAF’s skills to achieve on-the-ground impact.  
 
2.3.2 Sahel 
This Region accounts for the equivalent of 7 IRS, 12 NRS and represents US$ 2.5 M (5%) of the 
total budget14. The dominant mode of agricultural production in the Sahel region is rainfed millet 
and sorghum grown in the traditional agroforestry parklands, which also support dry-season 
livestock grazing. The trees in the parklands yield valuable AFTPs, most notably shea butter from 
Vitellaria paradoxa, a US$20M/year export earner for the Region. Agroforestry technologies such as 
live hedges, fodder and food banks and dryland fruit trees, have been developed and evaluated 
by ICRAF and its partners for over a decade. The most important issue for agroforestry is the 
maintenance of the productivity of the parklands systems, which suffer declining soil fertility. 
                                                     
14 Based on a combination of thematic budgets, thematic leadership investment and its proportional share of 
research management and administration. 
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Serious too is the condition of the tree stratum which is under heavy pressure from over-
harvesting for fuelwood and charcoal, with widespread failure to achieve tree regeneration as the 
older trees die off. Seasonal grazing makes the establishment of trees difficult. Land ownership is 
very important for tree planting in parklands.  
 
ICRAF’s Sahel region has an active portfolio of major projects around six regional Themes, 
developed in consultation with its regional partners: (1) Integrated land management; 
(2) Accelerating adoption and impact of innovations for the poor; (3) Domestication of 
agroforestry species; (4) Market analysis and tree product enterprises; (5) Enhancing 
environmental functions of agroforestry systems; (6) Strengthening RED institutions and 
interactions  
 
Major current, or commencing, projects include: participatory tree domestication; monitoring and 
countering environmental degradation in the Sahelian parkland ecosystems; biodiversity 
enhancement of the parklands; the ProKarité project on product quality and market development 
for shea butter; strengthening institutions and scaling up agroforestry technologies; and 
institutional strengthening through ANAFE. 
 
ICRAF appears to have excellent relationships and credibility with its many local partners and 
donors and a strong regional planning process. Research linkages with HQ and the other ICRAF 
Regions are seen to be relatively weak by the ICRAF regional staff. The organizational model for 
the Region has changed from having ICRAF staff posted in each country, to having a regional 
team of ICRAF staff based only in Mali, with selected seconded NARS staff implementing ICRAF 
projects in the individual countries. The Center’s presence in the other countries is supported by 
country visits of ICRAF regional staff and frequent thematic workshops. This model strengthens 
the NARS and reduces ICRAF operating costs, and appears to be functioning well. The annual 
funding base has grown rapidly from about US$500K in 2002 to nearly US$ 3 M forecast for 2006, 
through restricted project funding obtained largely through local resource mobilization. It has 
proved difficult to obtain sufficient overheads from the projects to maintain ICRAF’s local 
research support services adequately.  
 
In the Sahel ICRAF has assembled all the research protocols for the various projects in the Region 
into a single document. This is seen as a very positive step that should be emulated by other 
Regions. 
 
Outputs and impacts. Scientific output of the Region has been satisfactory in terms of high-
quality journal papers (a total of some 43 papers by regional staff were cited). Prominent themes 
of published research have been the shea tree (chemical composition of fruit, genetic variation, 
market analysis of shea products), biodiversity studies on parklands systems, studies on 
biophysical performance and adoption of live fences, fodder banks and soil fertility enhancement 
technologies, and analyzing the interactions between parklands trees and adjacent food crops. 
 
It appears likely that the ProKarité project will deliver real benefits to farmers involved in shea 
fruit collection and processing (women are prominent in this enterprise) through strengthening 
of quality standards and resulting price increase, and identification of geographic regions where 
higher-value products for particular uses may be sourced. The most widely adopted new system 
introduced by ICRAF and its partners in Mali appears to be live hedges, with a stated uptake by 
about 5000 farmers. Live hedges are used to protect dry-season rain-fed crops, mainly cassava 
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and irrigated vegetable plots where water is available for irrigation. However there remain 
doubts around the long-term adoption and sustainability of live hedges.  
 
Grafted varieties of Zizyphus mauritiana with large juicy fruits imported from India and Thailand 
are rapidly gaining popularity. ICRAF has trained NGO and government extension staff in their 
grafting, and grafts are starting to be sold commercially. Sweet Tamarind selections also appear 
likely to achieve good take-up. Fodder banks have not been adopted widely. The difficulty of 
establishment and protection and the time then taken to recover establishment costs appear to be 
the limiting factors. Irrigated baobab leaf production banks, although an exciting innovation, may 
be uneconomic compared with the returns from irrigated production of onions and other higher-
value vegetables. Historically, farmers have successfully planted baobabs round many of the 
villages and the development through participatory domestication and adoption of cultivars that 
are outstanding for vegetable (leaf) or fruit production may be confidently expected in the future.  
 
Relationships to Headquarters and other Regions. Links between the Sahel Region and ICRAF 
HQ, and with other Regions, are not as strong as they should be, partly because of difficult travel 
logistics and partly because of the lack of funding for inter-regional travel. Greater involvement 
of HQ Theme Leaders and other senior scientists in the formulation and implementation of major 
project proposals would help to integrate ICRAF Sahel and lift science quality. Translation 
between English and French provides an additional burden for production of extension materials 
originating elsewhere, and restricts access to international agroforestry research results. The 
Panel endorses the integration of the AHT and Sahel Regions into one regional entity (West 
Africa) that could link better with the sub-regional MTP being prepared for that Region. 
 
2.3.3 East and Central Africa (ECA) 
This Region accounts for the equivalent of 19 IRS, 16 NRS and represents US$ 5.7 M (19%) of the 
total budget15. ICRAF’s regional program is harmonized closely with the agenda and problems of 
ASARECA although there is still the challenge of obtaining balance in control of ecoregional 
programs; both institutions participate in each other’s strategy and should be seen as the science 
and development arms of regional development. The agenda is demand-driven and based on the 
targets of poverty alleviation, promotion of sustainable practices and conservation of natural 
resources. Major thematic areas for research and development include: analysis of problems, 
priorities and impacts; approaches to integrated natural resources management; management of 
agrobiodiversity; agriculture, health and nutrition; market chains; adaptation to climate change; 
and improving learning mechanisms, capacities and the spread of knowledge.  
 
Within these problem domains, five mega-initiatives are dominant with the following major 
systems and interventions: (1) High potential highlands with smallholder timber and fruit 
production and the scaling-up of fodder tree use; (2) Lake Victoria Basin with the scaling-up of 
fertilizer tree use and the assessment of land degradation; (3) Arid lands with fruit trees 
(especially mangoes); Prosopis invasion issues; (4) Urban and peri-urban areas with tree nurseries 
and the strengthening of producer associations; and (5) Buffer zones around major “water towers” 
including the Mount Elgon watershed management project. 
 
                                                     
15 Based on a combination of thematic budgets, thematic leadership investment and its proportional share of 
research management and administration. The Panel heard a presentation by the Regional Coordinator and spent 
time with staff of the ECA Region in Kampala to hear two presentations about the national work in Uganda and 
the African Highlands Initiative. Three members visited work in the Lake Victoria Basin of Western Kenya. 
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Outputs and impacts. Significant progress has been made in all of these activities with positive, 
designed, comparative research and development, especially in relation to fertilizer, fodder and 
fruit trees. In addition to basic selection, seed and propagation research and outreach, ICRAF has 
been instrumental in establishing nursery associations in several countries of the Region although 
the move to privatize tree raising and planting has not yet been quantified. More strategic 
research on biological nitrogen fixation and soil nutrient distribution has increased 
understanding of the impact of different species and agronomic systems. This research has been 
undertaken on-farm with support from the Headquarters laboratory. 
  
Possibly because of the existence and leverage of ASARECA, ICRAF’s regional work has been 
outstanding in the extent to which partnerships have been forged at all levels, and in the rates of 
uptake of the new technologies. A formal consortium in Western Kenya covered 22 Districts 
containing 6 million people while the Uganda Agroforestry Development Network (UGADEN, 
hosted by ICRAF) coordinates work in 12 zones of that country. Although the national extension 
service in Uganda has virtually failed, the national office of ICRAF avoids direct extension 
involvement; it facilitates NGOs effectively. A major challenge for regional and national teams is 
to manage cooperation with numerous partners, many of whose spheres of interest and influence 
overlap. Notably, uptake of new technology is higher where follow-up by partners is greater after 
its introduction. Improved fallow systems are widely accepted as improving crop yield while 
reducing labor for weed control (especially the elimination of Striga). Calliandra fodder for stall-
fed cattle saved farmers an average of US$122 per year from the second year in Kenya. 
 
In Uganda, research achievements are seen in the ICRAF Theme framework. The LP Theme has 
successfully developed and promoted terrace management systems and conducted comparative 
research on dissemination methods by NGOs, CBOs and farmers’ groups. The TM Theme 
concentrated on methods to screen tree species for products and services with some scientist-
directed on-farm studies. Research on market chains and diversification of tree products has had 
limited output to date. The ES Theme has been active and successful in generating systemic 
guidelines for payments to farmers for environmental services including carbon sequestration 
(that should be acceptable within the Kyoto Protocol). Other guidelines include enhancing 
biodiversity conservation around protected areas. Theme research also includes the impact of 
agroforestry on hydrological functions and the use of bamboo for eco-sanitation (the 
accumulation of contaminants) in collaboration with INBAR and Nottingham University, UK. 
The team has also demonstrated the use of geospatial tools for decision-making on INRM at both 
State and local levels. 
 
The SI Theme activities have largely concentrated on the model for networking to scale-up the 
adoption of technology systems, especially through UGADEN. Agroforestry training courses 
have been provided by ICRAF to strengthen local institutions. Overall the continuing gaps in 
knowledge seem to be at the market end of the development spectrum. NGOs and CBOs appear 
motivated and capable of scaling-up technologies but, while they may enhance food security, 
they have not stimulated off-site market development nor recognized the infra-structural 
requirements for successful income generation for poverty alleviation. One or two studies have 
assessed the amount of uptake of particular technologies but these are fragmentary and do not 
cover all systems or sites. More importantly the long-term impacts on sustainability have not yet 
been assessed.  
 
The perception of linkages between ICRAF Headquarters and field offices varied between 
locations. Regional linkage is good because the Regional Coordinator is located within the ICRAF 
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campus but national and AHI staff felt that more scientific visits and information from Theme 
Leaders would be welcome while there were definite gaps and delays in administrative and 
strategic information.  
 
A large number of peer-reviewed scientific papers and large amounts of extension support 
material have been produced in the Region; it must be accepted that regionally or nationally 
important outputs include impacts on local platforms that influence policy. The Panel suggests 
greater research effort should be directed to the market chains of AFTPs and the stimulation of markets 
under existing infrastructural conditions. 
 
Clearly ICRAF has initiated and stimulated development of national capabilities in several 
countries in the Region and can continue to do so. The demands for scaling-up that will be 
stimulated by the Millennium Villages Project (MVP) will place additional burdens on all 
partners and, for ICRAF in particular, there will be more need for strategic research to refine 
systems to sites and to increase diversity and marketability of products and services derived from 
trees. The Panel noted the direct involvement of ICRAF with the MVP. This program will spend 
tens of millions of dollars (public and privately funded) implementing integrated rural 
development programs in village clusters across Africa, including work on communications, 
infrastructure, health and education, in addition to agricultural development, including 
agroforestry technologies. To enable a quick start-up of the MVP, which does not have its own 
legal agreements with host countries, ICRAF is using its administrative procedures to recruit 
MVP staff and procure equipment such as vehicles. The Panel was informed that ICRAF charges 
a percentage overhead of 13% to cover the cost of providing its administrative services. The Panel 
was concerned that (1) overloading of ICRAF’s already-stretched administrative capacity may 
occur and (2) there may be no clear boundaries between ICRAF’s Regional R&D activities and the 
local rural developmental activities of MVP, raising the likelihood of conflict of duties of ICRAF 
staff.  
 
The Panel recommends that an analysis be undertaken of the likely impacts of involvement in 
large development projects, including the Millennium Villages Project, on ICRAF’s overall 
balance between research and development, staff commitments and administrative costs; it is 
also important to ensure that projects with restricted funds be aligned with ICRAF’s strategic 
research goals. 
 
2.3.4 Southern Africa 
This Region accounts for the equivalent of 14 IRS, 18 NRS and represents US$ 3.3 M (11%) of the 
total budget16. The Panel visited the national offices and staff in Malawi (Makoka and Chitedze) 
and Zambia (Chipata) and also visited field research and trainer farmers in both countries; two 
presentations were given by the national ICRAF teams. The principal challenges in the Region 
include biophysical factors (erratic rainfall and frequent droughts; declining soil nutrient capital; 
clearance of miombo woodlands; loss of biodiversity) and socio-economic factors (widespread 
poverty and food insecurity; degradation of natural resources; illiteracy; disease - HIV/AIDS and 
malaria). 
 
The major part of the Region’s activities focus on the Chinyanja Triangle involving Malawi, 
Mozambique and Zambia with Chichewa as a common language. The major sponsor of the 
                                                     
16 Based on a combination of thematic budgets, thematic leadership investment and its proportional share of 
research management and administration. 
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project has been CIDA and the Panel agrees with a recent CIDA mid-term review that the balance 
between biophysical research and socio-economic research is too heavily weighted towards the 
former with a deficiency in research on market processes and market development. However, 
there has been considerable social research on scaling-up methods per se. The uptake of 
technologies to date appears to satisfy family food security rather than income generation but the 
potential of markets has not been pursued energetically enough. Clearly one of the problems 
relates to the variability between producers in the quality of products, e.g. juices and jams, which 
makes them unacceptable by medium-scale enterprises.  
 
Excluding some research on woodlot management, particularly in Tanzania, the principal focus 
of the research has been on so-called “fertilizer trees”; these are nitrogen-fixing species that are 
sown or planted from seed, cuttings, bare-rooted stock or potted seedlings in various mixtures 
with farmers’ maize. Over a decade of on-station and on-farm research has identified appropriate 
tree species, developed agronomic and tree cultural techniques, and determined nutrient and 
water balance status on a range of site conditions.  
 
Long-term experiments that ICRAF and its partners have initiated, such as monitoring food crop 
yields under fertilizer tree rotations with appropriate fertilized and unfertilized controls, should 
be continued under secure agreements with the respective landowners to assess long-term 
sustainability and provide a secure platform to address second-order issues such as pests and 
diseases as these develop.  
 
Outputs and impacts. A range of technologies and options have been developed and tested and 
are being adopted by small scale farmers (on areas ranging from 0.1 – 5 hectares). These include: 
(1) Soil fertility improvement (All countries): improved fallows (Sesbania, Tephrosia, Pigeon pea); 
relay fallow cropping (Sesbania, Tephrosia, Pigeon pea); Gliricidia/maize intercropping (Gliricidia); 
biomass transfer (Tithonia, Gliricidia); (2) High value trees such as indigenous fruit trees (IFTs), 
medicinal trees and timber species (All countries): domestication of IFTs (fruit production, tree 
improvement and cultivation); Post-harvest handling and value adding (processing, packaging 
and marketing); (3) Fodder banks for livestock (Zimbabwe, Tanzania); and (4) Rotational 
woodlots (Tanzania). 
 
Research by ICRAF and partner staff in the Region has evaluated a number of scaling-up 
methods and determined the extent of adoption. These methods (called “prongs”) include 
scientist-to-partner trainer (staff of NGOs and Community Based Organizations - CBOs); 
scientist-to-farmer trainer; and farmer-to-farmer training. They depend upon the potential for 
trainers to reach large numbers of farmers, the establishment of farmer-to-farmer extension, 
linkages to support structures for sustained scaling up, and a high level of public 
extension/specialized services support. ICRAF regional staff has developed good links with a 
wide range of partners who have demonstrated the value of the scientist-trainer prong. 
 
Comparative research has demonstrated and published the efficient dissemination and adoption 
of the methods and a great deal of further innovation by some progressive farmers. The figure of 
400,000 farmers affected by the scaling up appears reasonably precise (although subject to the 
reliability of assessment by some partner NGOs and CBOs) and the long-term target of 2 million 
is feasible with time. Further, the research and scaling-up methods are eminently transferable, 
subject to adaptive research, to other countries within the Region including the drier countries to 
the south (Botswana, Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe plus western Zambia) where 
collaboration with the Sahel region would be mutually beneficial. However, uptake is not proof 
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of sustainable impact; there is no clear plan for long-term comparative trials of the long-term 
impacts of the adopted technologies. 
 
The debate about the concepts of scaling-up and scaling-out is summarized in Section 2.4. The 
Region recognizes that scaling-up is influenced by diversification of agroforestry options, 
germplasm research, economics and policy, market research, program coordination and capacity 
building. The results of the Region’s research represent valuable international public goods and 
are reasonably well represented in peer-reviewed publications and workshop/conference papers. 
Results of the biophysical research are well distributed, particularly in public information 
magazines, briefing documents and leaflets that are made widely available to partners. 
 
ICRAF’s regional staff deserves to be congratulated for its research and development work 
including the establishment of strong links with effective partners and strong institutional 
capacity building. Future research efforts must focus on designed comparisons of scaling-up 
methods (rather than retroactive case studies), the development of markets and determination of 
the research needs in scaling-out to drier southern countries. Such research will require assistance 
from the Research Support Unit and skilled social survey practitioners as the employment of 
skilled extension advisers does not guarantee research quality. The Panel suggests that ICRAF 
should conduct statistically valid comparative trials of the different scaling-up methods used in the Region, 
particularly in the Chinyanja Triangle, and long-term studies of sustainable productivity in addition to the 
current assessments of uptake of technologies. 
 
2.3.5 Asia 
Two regional programs are located in Asia, Southeast Asia (SEA), headquartered in Bogor, 
Indonesia, and the newly established South Asia (SAS) region, headquartered in New Delhi. SEA 
has activities in south western China and has recently established an office in Beijing.  
 
Southeast Asia. SEA has the equivalent of 7 IRS, 49 NRS and represents US$ 4.2 M, or 14% of 
ICRAF’s total budget17. Formed in 1993, SEA is the largest regional program of ICRAF today with 
182 total staff. SEA is concentrated in two geographic areas: (1) the islands of Indonesia and the 
Philippines, and (2) the mainland of SE Asia (Thailand, Laos, and Vietnam) and south western 
China. SEA’s mission is “to stimulate and conduct innovative research and development that will 
support agroforestry, strengthen the capacity of our partners, enhance worldwide recognition of 
the human and environmental benefits of agroforestry, and provide scientific leadership in the 
field of integrated natural resources management.” 
 
SEA is centered in a region with over 1.8 billion people, with 1.1 billion involved in agriculture 
and 278 million living in extreme poverty. Major issues in the region are centered on high human 
population densities and the clearing of natural forests to increase food and natural resource 
production. As a result, critical habitats and biodiversity are being lost and watersheds are being 
degraded. ICRAF views agroforestry as a means of providing food and natural resources for 
rural upland poor that can, consequently, reduce pressures on critical habitats and watersheds. 
ICRAF’s activities concentrate on enhancing people’s welfare and improving institutions to 
achieve sustainable INRM across the region. Governance and related institutional issues that 
constrain sustainable natural resource management, particularly the lack of land and resource 
tenure, are paramount in many parts of the region.  
                                                     
17 Based on a combination of thematic budgets, thematic leadership investment and its proportional share of 
research management and administration. 
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SEA applies INRM through four regional themes that are linked in a logical and functional 
framework: (1) Trees & Markets, (2) Farmers’ Land Management, (3) Multifunctional Landscapes, 
and (4) Governance Processes. These focal areas are respectively scaled from field sites to 
landscapes to regional/national levels. SEA’s regional themes parallel rather than duplicate 
ICRAF’s four Themes. SEA has used this framework to integrate its research agenda across 
themes and scales and has emerged as the important hub for environmental services. Its research 
has focused on “… land-use practices that integrate productive trees into agroforest landscapes 
that provide important environmental services.” Fundamental research on soil-plant-water-
nutrient research at the field level feeds into tree interactions, below ground biodiversity, and 
basic hydrologic relationships needed for evaluating land use change at landscape/watershed 
scales. Cumulative effects of land use change on land production, water, biodiversity, carbon 
sequestration, etc. are relevant to rewarding rural poor for environmental services, governance, 
and policy issues. 
 
The Region provides the intellectual leadership for much of the ES research across the globe with 
strength in watershed management, biodiversity conservation, climate change mitigation, and 
environmental governance and policy. Second in emphasis is the LP theme, with less presence by 
TM and SI. Examples of SEA activities include: (1) integrated watershed management in the 
Philippines, Thailand, Indonesia, and China, (2) research on biodiversity in Indonesia, Thailand, 
and the Philippines, with key research on biodiversity in rubber agroforests in Sumatra (with 
Conservation International and a joint biodiversity platform with CIFOR), and (3) lead work in 
climate change that complements research occurring in the ES theme in Africa. 
 
SEA’s regional budget has a high proportion of restricted funds. For 2006, the current (incomplete 
budget) is US$3.8M, of which US$650K is unrestricted. SEA’s budget has grown from nearly 
US$3 M in 1998 to an average of US$4.3-4.5 M from 2003-05. Unrestricted funding has hovered 
between 12% and 17% of total funding over the past five years. In 2005 47 projects were funded, 
of which 35 cost less than US$100,000. A concern of the Panel is the administrative transaction 
costs that are associated with small grants; some donors require excessively complex financial 
processes. SEA negotiates transaction costs, but it is unclear how projects are prioritized and 
ultimately screened in this regard. 
  
Outputs and impacts. SEA has emerged as a leader in developing simulation models and tools 
used for: (1) evaluating tree establishment and growth (SEXI-FS); considerable effort in assessing 
forest tree regeneration in rubber agroforests - and influences of landscape conditions, (2) 
developing information for mycorrhizal requirements of Dipterocarp trees in agroforests, 
(3) assessing tree-site interactions on degraded soils, (4) investigating water-nutrient 
relationships for different land use conditions (using WaNuLCAS model), (5) examining carbon 
leakage across different land use systems (FALLOW) – ASB, (6) understanding local ecological 
knowledge of critical watershed functions, (7) developing participatory landscape appraisal 
(PALA), (8) understanding watershed functions (GenRiver, SpatRain - others) of different land 
uses, and (9) rapid agro-biodiversity appraisal.  
 
The biophysical tools and models developed by SEA are being tested and are to be applied across 
landscape-watershed scales to support multi-scale negotiation methods aimed at community-
based land management (Landcare, RUPES). The Policy Analysis Matrix tool is being applied for 
appraisal of agroforestry systems and markets. RUPES provides the framework for connecting 
land use and biophysical changes with the welfare of upland farmers and the economic 
consequences for downstream interests. Research in the Sumberjaya area of southern Sumatra is 
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connecting improved agroforestry systems by upland farmers to sediment flow to a downstream 
hydropower plant. Securing land tenure rights that are being negotiated with forestry officials, 
provides the incentives for farmers to improve their land use practices. Sumberjaya is also one of 
the ASB sites and has currently the most detailed socio-economic impact assessment (focus of 
ASB Phase 3).  
 
The above research represents IPGs with regional and global implications for agroforestry. The 
Panel commends SEA for their strategic focus of research and their accomplishments. The success 
of this research can be attributed to talented and motivated scientists who, for the most part, have 
limited formal training and expertise in the fundamental disciplines that are the foundation for 
the models and methods being developed. The series of basic models that have been developed 
and applied in the Region have merit for quick assessments and serve as building blocks for more 
comprehensive models. There is considerable potential to expand and scale-up this research to 
achieve more widespread and significant contributions; this will require additional development, 
testing, and application of more comprehensive, process models that can be applied across 
landscapes and ecosystems. SEA research currently benefits from expertise of regional 
collaborators and ICRAF’s science capabilities in INRM research (SEA, ES and LP). If ICRAF is to 
build on the momentum gained in its modeling work to date, and to continue to play a 
leadership role in this research, it will need to develop a critical mass of scientists which includes 
expertise that is currently missing, e.g. in-house hydrologic (watershed) and ecological modeling 
expertise. The Panel suggests that the Regional Coordinator and Theme Leaders should secure 
the disciplinary expertise that they need to implement this important research agenda. 
 
Research outputs are reflected by publications (see Annex 9 table on publications 1998 – 2004) 
that number 52 in ES, 37 in LP, 12 in TM and 11 in SI. These publication numbers do not 
represent the overall contributions of SEA scientists who have also contributed to numerous 
jointly authored publications that have global rather than regional focus.  
 
Relationships to Headquarters, other Regions and partners. Strong regional leadership 
characterizes SEA in the areas of INRM and environmental services. The development of a 
regional strategy for transferring technologies from SEA to other Regions and vice versa (e.g. 
NIRA technologies) has taken place through Theme Leaders, the Regional Coordinator and SEA 
staff. Training on the models and tools developed by SEA has included ICRAF staff from Africa. 
Plans are in place to develop a RUPES program in Africa and there is a potential for donor 
funding. SEA recognizes two main types of partnerships and capacity building efforts – those 
aimed at research capacity (with methods/models as entry points), and those aimed at 
development – scaling-up to facilitate the uptake of research findings. The Panel commends SEA 
for its accomplishments in building strong partnerships and facilitating the uptake of their 
research and scaling-up to governance and policy dialogues through the Landcare and RUPES 
programs. RUPES represents a valuable approach and framework and is the type of IPG that 
meets the priorities of CGIAR and ICRAF. 
 
ICRAF in SEA has a good working relationship with CIFOR. ICRAF competes to some extent 
with CIFOR for research funding but there are considerable complementarities and synergy 
between the two, particularly in biodiversity research. The Panel concurs with the 
recommendation of the ICRAF and CIFOR assessment (October 2005) for a stronger alliance in 
developing a joint research agenda in biodiversity. The Panel also suggests that joint work in 
watershed management be included for locations of mutual interest to both Centers.  
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SEA experiences the systemwide ICRAF problem of trying to do too much in too many locations. 
For example, ICRAF’s involvement in the tsunami response (Aceh) on one hand is to be 
commended but it has now reached a decision point between continued ‘backstopping’ or larger 
scale direct involvement. Applications of agroforestry interventions in the devastated Aceh area 
would certainly benefit the rural poor but of course the question is whether ICRAF is best 
positioned to have direct involvement. There is a risk that the Center will be seen as playing the 
role of an NGO.  
 
Along similar lines, the recent opening of an office in Beijing, China with a key watershed 
management expert, appears to further spread out ICRAF’s scientific expertise rather than 
strengthening capabilities to do meaningful research. SEA also plans to move into new 
arrangements in Kunming. The expansion into China should only be implemented with a clear 
vision of ICRAF-SEA’s role therein and consideration of how this expansion fits into the SEA and 
ICRAF’s strategic plans. China has considerable capacity in agroforestry with strong research 
institutions. SEA’s already heavy administrative load with its existing projects could be 
exacerbated by expanded projects in/with China.  
 
South Asia. SAS accounts for the equivalent of 1 IRS, 3 NRS and represents US$ 0.5 M (2%) of the 
total budget18. SAS, ICRAF’s newest Region, opened in New Delhi in 2003. It focuses on four 
ecoregions: (1) the mountainous region of northeast India, Nepal, Bhutan and part of Bangladesh, 
(2) the Indo-Gangetic Plain of Bangladesh, India, Pakistan and Nepal, (3) humid coastal areas of 
India, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and the Maldives, and (4) semi-arid lands of India, Sri Lanka and 
Pakistan. There is interest in extending into Afghanistan and Central Asia. The intent is for 
ICRAF to work through four regional agroforestry networks in South Asia with emphasis on the 
role of agroforestry to produce food, fodder, fuel, fiber, paper, timber and medicine, and to 
improve watershed conditions.  
 
The limited number of staff in the region, 4 professionals and 2 support staff, suggests that the 
role of ICRAF in this vast region will be limited. Given that Theme Leaders and senior staff at 
Headquarters are already spread too thinly, it is unclear as to what meaningful role ICRAF can 
play in the Region. There is a rich history of agroforestry in SAS, particularly in India, Sri Lanka 
and Nepal. India has considerable capacity in agroforestry with strong research and educational 
institutions. Agroforestry is well recognized and practiced by millions of farmers in the region 
and is on the agenda of numerous national, regional and international R&D institutions, and 
development NGOs, all with considerable capacity. There is already concern that Theme Leaders 
cannot adequately provide support in the Region and that better coordination in securing 
research funds is needed.  
 
Currently the regional budget of US$280K unrestricted funding pays for the basic operations, 
with none allocated to research. Until the role that ICRAF intends SAS to play becomes clear, the 
funding arrangements and research agenda of SAS will be an issue. Positive developments in 
SAS include increasing cooperation with other Regions, including ECA on tree germplasm, SEA 
(Philippines) on fodder and dairy, and contacts with a UK company in the Philippines on 
Jatropha. India has a Jatropha research center, from which two new clones have recently been 
released. Sri Lanka has given US$300,000 as a cash grant and it is reported that Bangladesh is 
supporting full international status for ICRAF.  
                                                     
18 Based on a combination of thematic budgets, thematic leadership investment and its proportional share of 
research management and administration. 
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The roles ICRAF aims to play in this Region are to: (1) help deploy and share the strengths of 
agroforestry research in a regional context among the countries with stronger national programs 
(India, Sri Lanka) and the weaker ones (Nepal, Bangladesh, Bhutan) within common ecosystems, 
(2) exploit the potential for South Asian agroforestry research advances to be shared 
internationally, especially in Africa, and (3) strengthen strategic multidisciplinary and 
interdisciplinary approaches to integrated problems in the stronger countries. However, these 
aims raise several questions. Will SAS initiate major research initiatives in the region? Will SAS 
be a regional competitor for research funds or will it play the role of catalyst with existing R&D 
organizations? Do these planned activities necessitate a separate Region? 
 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF merges its South Asia and South East Asia programs into an 
Asia Region, with liaison units posted in India and China with clearly stated roles. 
 
The Panel suggests that the intended role of the SAS regional program (recommended to become a 
liaison unit) in its agenda of agroforestry research for development should be clearly stated. The 
niche for the SAS liaison unit should be clarified before ICRAF expands further in this region.  
 
2.3.6 Latin America (LA) 
This Region accounts for the equivalent of 2 IRS, 1 NRS and represents US$ 0.5 M (1%) of the 
total budget19. An issue addressed by the Panel was the role of ICRAF in regions with minimal 
staff and activity, essentially an issue of critical mass. LA is such an example; it is a Region where 
it is unclear what role ICRAF intends to play. ICRAF currently has two international level 
research staff to cover the entire region. An additional group of six local staff (2 with M.Sc. 
degrees) supports ICRAF’s work in the Region (in Belem, Brazil, and in Lima and Pucallpa, 
Peru). It appears that the major activity in LA at present is in the Peruvian Amazon and is largely 
related to biodiversity and the ASB program. ICRAF has had impact in the past in tree 
domestication in Peru and on institutional and capacity building. Discussions with staff indicated 
that the new Amazon Initiative (AI) should be viewed as eco-regional and a multi-center activity, 
including national research institutions. ICRAF is part of the AI consortium, together with 
CIFOR, CIAT, IPGRI, EMBRAPA and many other organizations; ICRAF co-leads the AI with 
CIAT. The AI is a truly regional research initiative with well-defined objectives and 
complementarities among partners. As the AI evolves, it will be important to develop research 
links between it and ICRAF Themes and Theme Leaders. 
 
A number of questions arise from the current situation. In parts of LA there is good ongoing 
public research and capacity to conduct agroforestry research by regional and national 
institutions across ICRAF’s four themes. For example, CATIE, based in Turrialba, Costa Rica, has 
a long record of agroforestry research and is now embarking on projects aimed at linking 
agroforestry to watershed management and other environmental services. CATIE is also 
involved in helping the preparation of country strategies for agroforestry in the LA region. The 
Panel suggests that ICRAF should explore some form of complementary relationship with 
regional organizations such as CATIE. 
 
Given budgetary constraints, limited senior staff, and existing regional capacity, the Panel 
questions the viability of having a Regional Office of ICRAF in LA. ICRAF’s comparative 
                                                     
19 Based on a combination of thematic budgets, thematic leadership investment and its proportional share of 
research management and administration. 
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advantage in LA has not been clearly articulated20. There is an apparent high country demand for 
more ICRAF staff to be placed in Acre, Brazil, as well as in Bolivia, Colombia and Ecuador. 
However there is no apparent strategic direction on how to approach partners at the national 
level and investors at the regional and international levels to satisfy such demands. ICRAF 
intends to do so through the AI, and the Panel supports this.  
 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF ceases to maintain Latin America as a Region but instead 
retains a liaison unit there, associated with the Amazon Initiative. 
 
2.3.7 ICRAF’s regionalization policy.  
The Panel is deeply concerned about the recent expansion to 24 countries and 45 field offices and 
the prospect of ICRAF attempting to establish a future presence in yet more countries, 
particularly with the forthcoming integration of AHT and Sahel Regions. The Panel suggests that 
each Region (after rationalization of Regions as recommended above) should develop during 2006 a clear 
strategic business plan of operations, with countries of ICRAF operation justified by the expectation of 
IPGs. 
 
2.4 ICRAF in the R/D/A continuum 
The traditional, though still much debated, view of research is that it fits within a continuum 
from pure and applied research to adaptation and application; different stages are conducted by 
different actors in different locations (Table 3). 
 
Table 3 The research/development/application continuum 
 
 research development application 
activity pure research applied 
research 
adaptation capacity building resource 
management 
product basic 
understanding 
tools, 
technologies, 
technology 
systems 
local 
modification of 
technology 
publication; 
education and 
training materials; 
training trainers 
promotion; 
participatory scaling-
up; monitoring 
outcomes and impacts 
location universities in 
developed 
countries; 
advanced 
research 
institutes  
CGIAR centers 
and some naris 
on- station 
CGIAR centers 
and naris 
on-station and 
on-farm 
CGIAR centers and 
national 
institutions 
national extension 
services 
 “research for development” “scaling-up” 
 
For simplicity, this is treated as a linear temporal sequence (although internal cyclical feedbacks 
are essential and current innovations systems literature shows weakness of the traditional linear 
model); a number of factors change with time. Increasing from left to right are the numbers of: 
stakeholders; satisfied poor farmers; national institutions involved in teaching and extension; 
NGOs and CBOs; number and diversity of donors; development funds; non-peer-reviewed 
                                                     
20 Is it the intent of ICRAF’s presence in the Region to serve as a catalyst for projects of mutual interest that are 
being conducted by other players in the region? Does ICRAF intend to form partnerships with regional and/or 
national research organizations to facilitate their research agenda in the region? With CIFOR’s presence in the 
region, is ICRAF’s objective in LA to build upon this linkage and focus on the issues of mutual interest with 
CIFOR, such as ASB? 
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publications and information sources. Decreasing from left to right are the numbers of: active 
scientists involved; peer-reviewed scientific publications; research funding; international public 
goods.  
 
For several years, donors have expressed concern about the spread of ICRAF’s resources among 
these various stages with a widely held belief that ICRAF is too heavily involved in extension 
roles, perhaps substituting for national extension services. ICRAF’s common response to such 
criticism is that the Center is concerned principally with research on scaling-up and not with the 
process itself. While the Center undoubtedly was earlier involved in extension per se, the EPMR 
Panel believes that this is rarely the case now and that ICRAF does indeed seek to research 
scaling-up processes (albeit often in a retrospective case study mode rather than through 
designed comparative research). This emphasis on the socio-economic research has resulted in a 
concomitant reduction in the upstream research and the output of new international public goods 
in the form of technologies, technology systems, and scientific publications. Conversely the 
output of materials to aid scaling-up is impressive in several ICRAF Regions. To maintain its 
position as a leading research Center, ICRAF should increase its strategic research in all three 
scientific Themes. 
 
There has been considerable debate about the concepts of scaling-up and scaling-out as 
descriptions of the dissemination and adoption of technologies and technology systems 
developed by research. The original definition of scaling-up by IRRI was “bringing more quality 
benefits to more people in a wider geographical area, more quickly, more equitably and more 
lastingly”. 
 
ICRAF’s experience with scaling-up in Southern Africa. The greatest achievements in scaling-up 
of ICRAF’s agroforestry innovations have been made in Southern Africa. While some 
socioeconomic research may be lacking, particularly on marketing, research by ICRAF and 
partner staff in the Region has evaluated a number of scaling-up methods and determined the 
extent of adoption. These methods (called “prongs”) include scientist to partner trainer (staff of 
NGOs and CBO); scientist to government extension service training, scientist to farmer trainer; 
and farmer to farmer training. They depend upon the potential for trainers to reach large 
numbers of farmers, the establishment of farmer-to-farmer extension, linkages to support 
structures for sustained scaling-up, and a high level of public extension/specialized services 
support. ICRAF regional staff has developed good links with a wide range of partners who have 
demonstrated the value of the scientist – trainer prong. 
 
Comparative research has demonstrated and published the efficient dissemination and adoption 
of the methods and a great deal of further innovation by some progressive farmers. The figure of 
400,000 farmers affected by the scaling-up appears reasonably precise (although subject to the 
reliability of assessment by some partner NGOs and CBOs) and the long-term target of 2 million 
farmers is feasible. Further the research and scaling-up methods are eminently transferable to 
other countries within the Region including the drier countries to the south.  
 
The southern African Region has evolved a more comprehensive view whereby scaling-up is 
both vertical (institutional, at local, national and regional or global levels) and horizontal 
(geographical, to more people and communities, involving expansion within the same 
stakeholder group). The Region recognizes that scaling-up is influenced by the types of 
agroforestry options being promoted, germplasm research to enhance technology performance, 
economics and policy, market research and program coordination and capacity building. The 
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results of the Region’s research represent valuable international public goods and are well 
represented in peer-reviewed publications and workshop/conference papers. The project has 
improved data capture by partners and developed a good community participatory monitoring 
and evaluation system. 
 
Scaling-up research capacity in the NARS. ICRAF plays a strong role in scaling-up the research 
capacity in its partner organizations through provision of specialist training in new research 
methods to scientists. For example, ICRAF specialists are now training NARS scientists in the use 
of NIR spectroscopy, which as noted in Section 3.2.2 has the potential to greatly increase outputs 
and reduce costs of soil and plant analysis. The equipment has been installed in NARS 
laboratories, and the new methods are being used in research projects jointly implemented by 
ICRAF and NARS. This is an excellent model of research collaboration that builds NARS 
capacity. Another good example is the training of NARS scientists in biodiversity assessment and 
analysis methods developed by ICRAF. The Center should also lead research on the scaling-up of 
agroforestry seed and seedling systems. ICRAF could work with NARS to synthesize lessons 
learned in different countries, and provide updated guidelines and policies to strengthen supply 
systems. The EPMR endorses the integration of training of NARS and other developing-country 
scientists into ICRAF’s research projects. 
 
Research on scaling-up21. There are still very few linear studies on adoption of agroforestry 
innovations with long-term follow-up. Confounding of causal factors is a general problem. No 
designed, comparative experimental studies on scaling-up have been conducted by ICRAF. The 
CCER on ICRAF’s scaling-up work with partners in Africa provided clear recommendations for 
strengthening the quality of ICRAF’s research on scaling-up processes, and a good framework for 
distinguishing between scaling-up per se, and research thereon. ICRAF has responded positively 
to the CCER and its recommendations, and is adopting most of them. It will hold two major 
workshops on scaling-up in 2006 – one to produce outputs and outcomes of RELMA scaling-up 
in ECA and a global workshop to synthesize experience across regions. These will be followed by 
a workshop on implications for policy makers. Recommendations to strengthen science quality 
by better support of interaction between theme leaders and the regions, and better linkages 
across regions have been endorsed by ICRAF. 
 
Most research studies on scaling-up to date have been post-hoc and descriptive (case study 
reporting, and comparisons of adopters versus non-adopters in target regions). Now, donors 
such as UNDP, NEPAD and DFID are prepared to fund experimental research on scaling-up, for 
example to determine the relative effectiveness of different methods of contact and 
communication. Monitoring and evaluation in regions where scaling-up is occurring can 
determine how innovations spread spontaneously, how such spontaneous spread might be 
strengthened, and the impact of adoption on farm productivity and household incomes. 
Experimental studies on scaling-up often need to run for five or more years because the cycle 
time for most agroforestry innovations is at least three years. Research on policy is important 
because there are many institutional barriers to scaling-up, for example land tenure patterns, 
regulations on fire and grazing, and national tree harvesting and charcoal policies in some 
African countries. The Panel endorses an ongoing research program by ICRAF and partners on 
                                                     
21 Mercer (2004 Agroforestry Systems 62, 311-328) provided a good overview of the development of methods for 
studies of adoption and diffusion of agroforestry innovations, and differences from single-crop agriculture. 
Historically, a rural sociology approach for agricultural innovations (contagion models) was followed by an 
agricultural economics approach (assuming perfect information and rationality) and approaches based on 
decision theory.  
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the biophysical, social and economic issues around the scaling-up of major agroforestry 
innovations. 
 
In 2006, ICRAF will produce a research tool kit for scientific studies on scaling-up (part funded 
by RELMA and ICRAF core funding), and a manual on good practice in scaling-up based on 
RELMA experience in ECA. The EPMR Panel endorses the production of these publications, 
which will constitute important IPGs. 
 
Institutional strengthening for scaling-up. ICRAF and other agroforestry research organizations, 
working on-station and with groups of farmers at “benchmark sites”, develop the agroforestry 
innovations, which may be thought of as knowledge products (technologies, methodologies, 
policies) together with, in many cases, an initial supply of appropriate tree germplasm. 
Agroforestry innovations are stated by ICRAF to be knowledge-intensive, relative to the 
improved single-crop varieties and fertilizer/management packages developed for staple food 
crops in the Green Revolution. The EPMR Panel concurs with this judgement. Many thousands of 
agroforestry trainers/facilitators in over 50 tropical/subtropical countries will be required to assist 
millions of farmers to take up the agroforestry innovations to achieve the Agroforestry 
Transformation that is ICRAF’s vision. Who will train these trainers? Given ICRAF’s limited size, 
and its primary responsibility to conduct scientific research, ICRAF cannot and should not 
conduct all this training. The Center has a critical role to play in strengthening other institutions, 
which must be responsible for this “training the trainers” task.  
 
Countries vary in the strength of their NAES (National Agricultural Extension Services) that are 
involved in scaling-up of new agricultural technologies. Major loss of capacity in most African 
countries occurred during the structural adjustment programs of the 1980s. In some countries, it 
will be NGOs and CBOs such as local farmer groups, rather than NAES, who will provide most 
of the agents required for scaling-up. Some post-conflict countries such as the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo lack functioning NAES, NGOs and CBOs. The EPMR Panel does not 
consider it appropriate for ICRAF to become directly involved in scaling-up agroforestry 
technologies in countries and regions where there are no working partners (functioning NARES, 
NGOs or CBOs). It should not be ICRAF’s role to enter a Region and try to develop such 
institutions from scratch. 
 
ANAFE and ANSEA have been strengthening educational institutions in Africa and SEA 
respectively. These institutions have now integrated agroforestry into their curricula. Many such 
educational institutions also host Centers for Continuing Education. They could provide targeted 
short courses for NAES, NGO or CBO extension agents or individual farmers who wish to 
become trainers for particular AFTs such as improved fallows for soil fertility management. Some 
institutions have already prepared learning materials for such courses, and/or field 
demonstration sites that display major AFTs suited to their regions. The Panel suggests that 
ICRAF should strengthen partner training institutions to develop targeted short training courses aimed at 
personnel involved in scaling-up of particular AF innovations, thus reducing ICRAF’s direct training 
workload. 
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3 ICRAF INITIATIVES AND SERVICES 
 
In addition to Themes and Regions (discussed in Chapter 2) ICRAF’s current structure includes 
an Office of Strategic Initiatives, three Global Services units and a Corporate Services Office. 
 
3.1 Office of Strategic Initiatives (OSI) 
The OSI includes 1.5 IRS and 2.5 NRS accounting for 1.4% of total budget. In addition, OSI is also 
responsible for two global support units, Research Support and Communications Units, which 
include 5 IRS and 7 NRS, and 1.4% of the total budget. The OSI was established in ICRAF’s 
Headquarters in 2003 to assist the new organizational structure, largely through the SLT, in six 
major functional work areas that are formally declared as supporting ICRAF’s institutional 
mandate. It is clear that some of these were so allocated because there was no other obvious 
location within the Center’s structure while others are operationally managerial rather than 
strategically supportive. The Panel recommendations related to this Office are included in 
Chapter 6. 
 
The following summaries of the six areas of OSI activities (two of which are established as formal 
work units) are based on papers prepared by the OSI Director and Panel interviews with him. In 
part they reflect current functions but they also reflect OSI plans for future organization and 
responsibilities of the Office.  
 
Strategic planning: to focus the Center’s vision and its research for the developmental agenda. A 
major output was the Strategic Planning Framework approved by the Board in 2005 and the 
publicly oriented document “Trees of Change” that now underpins the visionary thinking and 
strategy of the Center. 
 
Research support: to improve science quality and manage intellectual property and the 
associated knowledge system. As a result of this function, the previously existing Research 
Support Unit, which embraces the Geographical Information Systems Unit, has been subsumed 
under OSI. It was intended that support would be given through working with researchers as 
team members, direct consultation, review of proposals, designs and reports, production of 
guidelines and training courses. Many of these outputs have been achieved and form inputs to 
research activities though not directly classified as IPGs. Field staff in most regions complain 
about the lack of visits by research support staff from Headquarters; this appears to be due to the 
lack of financial provision in Regional budgets and the lack of core resources for HQ staff travel. 
The GIS Unit is well equipped and has provided extensive advice on geospatial needs; it 
maintains a central archiving service for spatial data. A more detailed elaboration of functions of 
the RSU is presented in Section 3.1.4. 
 
Communications: to improve research output and public awareness. Some 85% of ICRAF’s 
communications staff is posted to Regions and there is considerable variation and lack of 
consistency among their outputs for public use. The Communications Unit in Headquarters is 
attempting to remedy this by supporting the regional staff in web services, library and 
information services, public awareness (especially at major events within regions), publication 
and dissemination of research findings. The output of scientific and publicity material has been 
prodigious since the last EPMR but the variable production standard contributes to a loss of 
corporate identity and cohesion. A more detailed elaboration of functions of the Unit is presented 
in Section 3.1.3. 
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Science-policy linkages: using science outputs to influence policy innovation. To date, ICRAF has 
produced strategic communication materials for agroforestry linkages to climate change, 
biodiversity, watershed management, and health and nutrition. Targets range beyond traditional 
scientific audiences to policy makers, investors and the general public. This has facilitated 
ICRAF’s linkages with three major thematic areas of NEPAD and with a large number of global 
policy processes including Conventions and the United Nations Forum on Forests. Outputs 
include scientific background papers and the public “mainstreaming” of agroforestry. 
 
Strategic Alliances and Partnerships: influencing the research agenda through strategic 
collaborations. ICRAF’s regional and national work has developed productive partnerships with 
a large number of partners, particularly among NARS, NGOs and CBOs. In addition, the OSI has 
assisted in the successful development of global alliances with the following: Collaborative 
Partnership on Forests (raising the profile of trees on farms and outside forests); Global 
Partnership for Plant Conservation (recognizing agroforestry as an important approach to 
productive landscapes and genetic resource conservation); Biodiversity Hotspots Alliance 
(agroforestry to enhance the integration of livelihood benefits and conservation); and two major 
companies (for industrial oil and cocoa production).  
 
Within the functional context of alliances and partnerships, the OSI is also the focal point within 
ICRAF for the Systemwide, ecoregional and Challenge Programs of the CGIAR. These include 
the Alternatives to Slash and Burn, the African Highlands Initiative (which are described below) 
and coordination of ICRAF’s engagement in the SSA CP. The role of the OSI is to ensure full 
participation of ICRAF’s regional programs in the pilot learning teams at three major learning 
sites. 
 
Resource mobilization: enhancing fund-raising and managing links to investors. In 2002, the 
ICRAF Board of Trustees approved a comprehensive fund-raising strategy and the OSI is 
charged with coordinating activities within the Center22. The OSI has developed an institutional 
system for the assessment of grant opportunities and applications together with a system to 
monitor progress on grant applications; however, there is still evidence of uncoordinated and 
occasionally competing applications either to the same donor or for the same activity. Expanding 
awareness of funding opportunities and coordinating the Center’s bids are arguably the single 
most important activity of the OSI. The search for financial resources is an extremely competitive 
and difficult process that needs up-to-date information on current policies of donors and on 
potential new sources. It also requires thorough preparation of application material to capture the 
comparative advantage of the Center in forms that appeal to the donor. The OSI should continue 
to follow the fundraising strategy approved by the Board of Trustees and make increased efforts 
to help scientists and regional staff prepare proposals of professional quality. The OSI could 
perhaps do more to provide a database of all ICRAF’s partners in the field and of donor policies. 
 
3.1.1 Alternatives to Slash and Burn (ASB) Program  
ICRAF is the convening center of ASB, a Systemwide program of the CGIAR that began in 1994. 
The goal of ASB is “to raise productivity and income of rural households in the humid tropics 
without increasing deforestation or undermining essential environmental services.” ASB takes an 
integrated natural resource management approach and is the only global partnership that focuses 
entirely on tropical forest margins. This global consortium has over 80 members, including 13 
NARS, 20 NGOs, government agencies, universities, and community groups, with contributions 
                                                     
22 See Annex 8 for a summary of ICRAF’s resource mobilization trends (2004-2005). 
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from about 250 researchers. The award of the “2005 CGIAR Science Council Award for 
Outstanding Partnership Category” to ASB recognized its achievements with its partners.  
 
Since its inception, ASB has established a network of 12 benchmark sites spanning the humid 
tropics (Amazon of Brazil and Peru, Cameroon - Congo Basin, Sumatra of Indonesia, northern 
Thailand, and Mindanao in the Philippines). An array of projects is represented in this program 
which has been supported by US$66 M from 1994 to 2004. As of October 2005, over 780 scientific 
publications have been produced under ASB, including 224 refereed journal articles, 18 books, 73 
book chapters, and 139 monographs or sections of monographs. Funding in 2002, 2003 and 2004, 
amounted to US$7.2, US$11.5, and US$9 M, respectively, which are well above the average of 
US$6 M for the entire program period. There is, however, concern that funding for the global 
coordination office is presently insufficient. Until 2004, ASB was chaired by ICRAF while it is 
now on a rotating basis, currently chaired by CIFOR.  
 
A recent (September, 2005) external review of ASB commended ASB for the success of this global 
partnership and its scientific achievements. The review emphasized the many contributions of 
ASB, all of which will not be repeated here. ASB was commended for playing a significant role in 
transforming the way decision makers think about factors that shape land use at the forest-
agriculture interface and for setting the standard and establishing “… a model for integrating 
natural and social science approaches in response to complex NRM problems”. There were few 
criticisms of ASB but the review raised the concern that the outputs from ASB were not widely 
cited nor utilized in broader fields of development and conservation and that they do not 
systematically track outputs related to new technologies and policy reforms. They further stated 
that ASB’s “... ability to promote real change on the ground is significantly hindered by the 
separation of research and development implementation tasks that it has inherited from its 
origins in the CGIAR system.” Recommendations by the external review addressed these 
criticisms. 
 
The Panel noted that the external review’s concern about the separation of research from 
development runs counter to the SC’s concern that ICRAF places too much emphasis on 
development. There is not, apparently, a consensus on what is the correct balance between 
research and development. The external review emphasized that ASB’s “greatest shortcoming is 
that it has been unable to secure or mobilize the resources to extend its results to any but a small 
fraction of the 1.2 billion people across forest margins of the tropics who are still struggling to 
mitigate their poverty while conserving the natural resources on which their and others’ well 
being depend.” This suggests that greater efforts to scale-up, i.e. encourage adoption, diffusion 
and continuity of new technologies and innovations are needed. Research methods of scaling-up 
being developed by ICRAF can play an important role in this effort.    
  
ASB was commended for having developed a governance and management system that is 
effective and efficient in promoting innovative research that integrates capabilities and concerns 
across CGIAR Centers, disciplines, tropical regions, and scales and that supplies a variety of 
international public goods that no partner could produce alone. ICRAF has not only contributed 
to the management and coordination of ASB but its scientists have benefited from, and 
contributed to, this global research program. 
 
The recommendations by the external review provide valuable guidance for the ASB program 
and, importantly, offer valuable suggestions to the CGIAR with respect to facilitating the overall 
goals of ASB and CGIAR itself. It was suggested that ASB should shed the “alternatives to slash 
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and burn label” in favor of one more consistent with its scope and contributions. A key 
recommendation was that the CGIAR sustain and increase support of ASB. The EPMR Panel 
concurs with these recommendations.  
 
ASB is well aligned with the CGIAR System Priorities (3D, 4A, 4D, and 5A-D). Clearly ASB has 
been successful in mobilizing global players to focus attention on areas of the world that need a 
global, strategic response if the welfare of much of the world’s rural poor is to be improved and 
at the same time valuable resources upon which future generations depend are to be protected. 
The capacity created by ASB can make unique contributions to integrated land, water and forest 
management at the landscape level through INRM. ASB can build upon the strengths of CGIAR 
Centers, national and regional institutions to continue this work. ICRAF plays an integral role in 
the research agenda of ASB, which provides a rich environment for collaborative, global research.  
 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF maintain its role in ASB. The Panel concurs that the capacity 
developed in ASB should be sustained and strengthened to maintain a global platform in which 
ICRAF’s innovative research can be validated and implemented.  
 
3.1.2 The African Highlands Initiative (AHI) 
The AHI started in 1995 as a CGIAR ecoregional program and is hosted by ICRAF in Kampala, 
Uganda. It also forms a network of the Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research in 
Eastern and Central Africa (ASARECA). ASARECA is a regional organization formed in 1994 by 
the national research institutes (NARIs) of ten member countries. It carries out its activities 
through 17 regional research networks, programs and projects, one of which is the Trees-on-Farm 
Network (TOFNet) based in ICRAF’s Headquarters. Since its establishment, ASARECA has been 
supported consistently by a number of major donors23.  
 
Research for development engages NARS and partners from selected IARCs with ICRAF’s 
Themes and Regions as only four professional and two support staff are assigned specifically to 
AHI. Focusing attention on this geographical area is well justified as it represents watersheds and 
ecosystems of regional and global significance to test and apply ICRAF’s agroforestry 
technologies, methods, and models in an INRM framework. It is difficult to identify the research 
element in the midst of the efforts to stimulate cooperation among partners and stakeholders. 
 
The strong focus on human dimensions in AHI research has raised the question of whether 
ICRAF’s role is research for scaling-up or the actual scaling-up, i.e. extension functions. AHI staff 
state the role of the program in the R&D continuum as conducting research on development for 
the development of innovative INRM methods that could subsequently be used as research for 
development (as public goods for application within the development domain). Overall the 
evidence indicates that ICRAF itself is not acting as an extension agency in AHI. Determining 
impacts is problematic because of the long-term nature of INRM research, coupled with the 
                                                     
23 Within this structure, the AHI operates as a research for development program using a “pilot watershed” 
approach, deploying partnerships and stakeholder participation to improve the livelihoods of poor people in the 
highlands of East and Central Africa while reversing natural resource exploitation and degradation. It seeks to 
develop and test an Integrated Natural Resource Management (INRM) approach and to combine technological, 
social, economic and institutional innovations and methods to improve research and development support 
services, development strategies and policies. The AHI promotes participatory, people-centered, community-
based, cross-site learning in typical “hotspot” highland areas of Ethiopia, Kenya, Madagascar, Tanzania and 
Uganda. Outputs are aimed at the needs and actions of farmer groups, communities and districts but also at 
individuals and institutions implementing development programs and policies. 
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difficulties in monitoring and quantifying adoption, diffusion and continuity of agroforestry 
technologies by the rural poor across the African Highlands. Impacts may not be readily evident 
for years; a source of frustration to donors and to the CGIAR who want to see clear evidence that 
their investments are making impacts over periods of a few years rather than decades. However, 
early impact assessment provides evidence of impact in diverse biophysical and social domains 
although these have not yet been published. 
 
The AHI has made significant advances in the development and application of INRM approaches 
and strategies, strengthening capacities and creating a more enabling institutional and policy 
environment at four levels:- local community; district decision makers and development actors; 
research community; and development community. The Panel feels that the AHI has progressed 
rather more visibly and usefully than perhaps implied by recent ICRAF MTP submissions; the 
achievements have been primarily methodological although some socio-economic, 
environmental and institutional impacts are claimed by AHI from the application of the 
methodologies. Evidence for these impacts is limited. However, the current progress and outputs 
appear valid and promising. 
 
Clearly the AHI program must be monitored and reviewed thoroughly for its actual outputs and 
outcomes as it is being taken as a model for the Sub-Saharan African Challenge Program. 
Determining the future of AHI should be based on an objective and comprehensive review along 
the lines of the recent review of ASB with the following principal questions: What are the 
measures of success to date? How are impacts of AHI determined? What are the framework and 
model to be used in evaluating INRM outputs, outcomes and impacts? What are the comparative 
advantages of AHI to the regional ECA program where there are obvious overlapping research 
and development interests?  
 
A decision regarding the future of AHI (including its location) should be made once the 
proposed external review is completed. However, three obvious options arise from the Panel’s 
current analysis and they should be more objectively considered by the proposed review: (i) 
strengthen and continue AHI with a framework that provides more visible IPGs that can be 
linked to impacts in the region; (ii) merge AHI program elements of ICRAF with the regional 
ECA program, building upon existing strengths and synergies; (iii) reduce ICRAF’s involvement, 
particularly as manager, leaving it solely as a partner in research and as a member of the Program 
Advisory Committee, say by handing it over to ASARECA. 
 
The Panel recommends that the CGIAR commissions an external review of the AHI Systemwide 
Program to seek answers to the questions raised by the Panel and make recommendations on the 
future role of ICRAF in the AHI. 
 
3.1.3 Communications  
The Center makes a substantial investment in communications. The core Communications group 
is based at HQ. It has 6 core staff and uses consultants for most of its operations. It services all 
communication-related activities across the whole institution. There are around 50 additional 
Communications staff based in the regions, mostly on short-term project funds. The Unit 
supports the work of regionally based communications staff who work directly with national 
partners to assist in communicating the impact of the Center’s research and development work in 
order to help national partners make better use of agroforestry innovations. The Communication 
Unit provides support in the following four areas.  
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Web Services provides global coordination and development services for the Center’s internet 
and intranet sites including the development of templates for project and regional websites. The 
development and maintenance of project and regional websites is handled by staff throughout 
the Center and in its regional offices, but this work is orchestrated and facilitated by the web 
services group. 
 
Library and Information Services provide reference services for scientists from the Center, other 
CGIAR Centers located on the Nairobi campus and national institutions. The main library is 
located in Nairobi, with additional library facilities in Bogor, Indonesia shared with CIFOR. 
Smaller collections are located in other regional offices. Approximately 40% of visitors to the 
main library are from external institutions, so the library plays an important role in strengthening 
the work of national scientists. 
 
Public Awareness coordinates coverage of the Center’s activities in regional and international 
media, and manages the news content in the Center’s internet and intranet sites. Public 
awareness activities are increasingly focused around major regional and international events 
within the Center’s annual calendar. 
 
Publications Development and Distribution coordinates the development of the Center’s global 
publication series, and the distribution of these and other publications produced by the Center. 
Publications are distributed from the Center’s headquarters, and regional offices, and 
increasingly from external bookshops and online services. The unit spent much time over the last 
two years laying a foundation for a more effective communication unit24. 
 
The Communication Unit has already achieved good impacts in the creation of greater trust with 
regional communications staff so that they now cooperate in sharing what they have done for the 
good of the whole organization; greater support from regional communications staff so that they 
now promote the use of global templates for the new publication series rather than trying to 
produce their own independent series (which was very much the case in two regions); greater 
use of the library by ICRAF scientists – regional staff now account for 45% of the requests 
received by the library and regional use of the Nairobi library tripled in 2005; and much greater 
use of electronic information services mediated by the library, so that now 85% of ICRAF 
scientists want information in this form; greater involvement in using global templates for 
websites and cooperation in redeveloping websites around user needs rather than self-
promotion. 
 
                                                     
24 Since the major restructuring of this unit in 2003 the following actions have been accomplished: a complete 
restructuring of the Nairobi library, replacement of all staff, building the first full list of ICRAF publications, 
complete re-cataloguing of the collection and creation of an effective borrowing system; successful trial of 
digitizing 100 historical ICRAF publications to improve their electronic access; rebuilding of the ICRAF internet 
and intranet sites, and creation of a highly dynamic intranet site with built in tracking of the use of the whole site; 
creation of a content management system for updating the website which allows non-programrs to maintain parts 
of the site, and a global search service for the site; creation of global templates for regional and project websites to 
help move the collection of independently developed sites that constitute the ICRAF site towards a common look 
and feel; creation of a quarterly electronic and hard copy newsletter sent to over 500 key donors and partners via 
e-mail and over 2000 via hard copy; upgrading of the weekly internal newsletter to cover more regional stories 
and more science, and linking this to the intranet, internet and quarterly newsletter so that stories are reused 
efficiently via different media; creation of a publishing tools package to allow regional staff to produce their own 
publications, but to agreed corporate quality standards; and creation of an online image database with 2600 
images that can be downloaded from the intranet and incorporated straight into publications. 
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The Panel noted that translation between English and French is a particular concern for the West 
Africa regions and has led to long delays in regional access to key scientific and educational 
resources produced by ICRAF. The Panel suggests that, in communicating the results of ICRAF’s 
work, the Communications Unit should seek further to increase the comparability of the Center’s 
publication output and the enhancement of the corporate image across all Regions and Themes. 
 
The Panel suggests that new externally funded projects should include appropriate resources for support 
for the Communications Unit.  
 
The Panel recommends that a Joint ICRAF-ILRI Service Unit be established as soon as possible, 
including IT, Research Support and Communications.  
 
3.1.4 Research Support  
The Research Support Unit (RSU) and GIS Unit report to the Director of Strategic Initiatives. The 
Unit is led by a Head Biometrician. He is assisted by a Data Management Specialist and a 
Statistics Trainer, the GIS unit Manager, and three GIS Technicians, all of whom are based at 
Headquarters. The GIS Unit has only been part of the RSU for one year. The Unit Head is now 
working only 8 months of the year for ICRAF, so the availability of high-level biometrical 
expertise for design of research protocols and analysis of data is reduced accordingly. This is 
despite a substantial increase in total program activity since the last EPMR. Similarly, the Unit 
Head’s role in the Project Evaluation Committee is no longer full-time, although he does 
substantial work for PEC and ICRAF scientists during months not employed by ICRAF. In 
addition, the RSU has been given additional responsibility for items such as IPR. ICRAF’s core 
funding input to Research Support, expressed as a percentage of total project activity, had 
declined from over 2% in 2002 to just about 1% in 200525. 
 
Many of the outputs of the RSU have been significant inputs to the research activities though not 
directly classed as international public goods. Two new books on research methods were co-
authored by unit staff within the past two years.  
 
Some Regions tend to draw on locally available GIS laboratories, for example the joint ICRAF-
CIFOR facility in Bogor and IER’s GIS facility in Mali, so the GIS Unit at Headquarters provides 
relatively more support to the ECA region. The GIS unit at HQ has distinct roles in providing 
global and regional services. 
 
Ideally, each new research activity of ICRAF, whatever the methodology, should not proceed 
until a written research protocol is prepared and reviewed by the RSU to ensure that the 
hypotheses under test and the research methods are adequate. While many scientists do avail 
themselves of the Unit’s services in project development and data analysis, this is by no means 
universal. Staff in the Regions noted that in some cases they did not have the resources built in to 
projects to secure time allocations from the Unit, or to fund site visits. The Panel suggests that the 
Research Support Unit should be strengthened to increase the rigor of screening project proposals, 
monitoring science quality in ongoing projects and assisting with methodological advances. 
                                                     
25 Core funds saved through this part-time role have not been directed to biometrics support for ICRAF scientists, 
as was planned. Some of the biometrics advice formerly provided by the RSU is now being sourced from other 
service providers at the regional level, with funding for this built into projects. However, the quality of this 
alternative advice has not been assessed by ICRAF. 
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The Panel recommends that a Joint ICRAF-ILRI Service Unit be established as soon as possible, 
including IT, Research Support and Communications.  
 
3.2 Global Services 
3.2.1 Germplasm Resources Unit (GRU) 
The ICRAF GRU is a distributed organization, with its main laboratories in Nairobi but with a 
capacity to store tree seed and document germplasm exchange present at each regional center, 
and a total of over 10,000 accessions in store. Research seedlots of more than 300 species have 
been provided to partners. It is ICRAF policy that all records of germplasm transactions at the 
regional level should be assembled and maintained at the Headquarters GRU for centralized 
storage in the GRU transactions database, so as to provide a secure record of ICRAF’s activities. 
Through arrangements with the Millennium Seed Bank, the GRU has secured mid-long term 
conservation of many important orthodox-seeded agroforestry tree species. A policy on invasive 
tree species has been formulated and lists of potentially invasive species compiled. The GRU has 
modern molecular genetics laboratories enabling it to undertake studies of population genetic 
structure and breeding systems on key agroforestry species, to inform domestication strategy. 
The GRU has published three versions of the Agroforestree Database and the Tree Seed Suppliers 
Directory as well as two versions of the Botanic Nomenclature Database. 
 
3.2.2 Soil and Analytical Laboratory 
ICRAF has a large modern soil analysis laboratory at Nairobi Headquarters, with full facilities for 
standard physical and chemical soil and plant analysis. Of particular note is the recent 
development of Near Infra-Red and Mid-Infra Red Analysis methods, which have greatly 
increased the productivity of many analyses and reduced the cost by up to a hundred-fold. The 
laboratory charges research projects for its services according to agreed unit costs.   
 
3.2.3 Training 
Currently one full-time IRS and two NRS staff are assigned to the Training Unit, which is 
responsible for training provided by ICRAF. The Unit has an annual budget of around US$1M, of 
which US$85,000 is from core resources. Donors who support agroforestry training funds 
provide the balance. ICRAF conducts short courses on agroforestry topics, and increasingly is 
moving towards “blended” learning courses, which combine distance and face-to-face learning. 
With other CGIAR Centers, it is developing an electronic library of “Learning Objects”, accessible 
to the public through a CGIAR website. Learning institutions can download such objects (for 
example sections of written material or diagrams from ICRAF training course manuals) and use 
them to construct their own context-specific training course materials. A Learning Community of 
Practice links the ICRAF training scientists with training personnel in the other CGIAR Centers. 
Panel recommendations on the Training Unit are made in the section on Strengthening 
Institutions (Section 2.2.4). 
 
3.3 Corporate Services (CS) 
CS is concerned with the administrative and physical support of ICRAF’s entire operation, both 
at headquarters and in its field offices. While staff performing CS-related functions in field offices 
are hired or selected by Regional Coordinators or heads of the offices in which they work, central 
Corporate Services has an important role to play in advising on their recruitment/selection, 
orienting new employees or newly assigned staff working in their areas, and providing ongoing 
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guidance and oversight under conditions aggravated by distance and limitations in 
communications infrastructure.  
 
ICRAF’s directorate of corporate services encompasses a wide range of institutional functions, 
shown on their organigram as clustered into six areas: financial services, human resources, 
information technology, operations, protocol and visitor services, and security. There appears to 
be no corporate treatment of administration per se, so certain corporate functions, such as records 
management and materials management appear to lack specific loci of organizational 
responsibility. In 2005, however, there have been efforts to streamline and centralize some 
corporate information. A central database of permanent staff at all ICRAF sites was updated and 
some corporate services functions were reviewed.  
 
CS operates under a Director (the DCS), who is a member of the SLT, along with the DG, DDG-P, 
and DSI. The current DCS joined ICRAF in January 2005 and has spent a great part of the first 
year understanding the key corporate services issues and institutional dynamics. Because the 
most senior members of the HR unit had left ICRAF, it was expected that she would effectively 
function as head of human resources in addition to her oversight of the entire department as 
Director. The DCS holds regular monthly meetings with all of her direct reports as a team, plus 
other meetings with them individually or in combination as specific circumstances require. 
 
The following report directly to the DCS: Chief Financial Officer, HR Team Leader (currently 
becoming vacant), Security Officer, IT Unit Head, Operations Manager, Procurement Supervisor, 
Visitors/Conferences Services Officer, Protocol Officer, Security Officer, and the Travel Officer. Of 
these, only the Chief Financial Officer and IT Unit Head (who is shared with ILRI through a joint 
appointment) are IRS. The Operations Manager, overseeing a budget of over US$200,000, is 
classified as a temporary employee. In addition, the Internal Auditor attends meetings of the 
Corporate Services Managers/Team Leaders26. 
 
DCS is “responsible for building and maintaining effective, high-quality, customer-oriented 
services throughout the Center’s operations, both at HQ and in the Regions.” Although only the 
CS staff and managers at HQ report directly to the DCS, the department bears heavy 
responsibility for, and influence over, the quality of CS staff and the services they deliver in about 
45 field offices in 24 countries. Staff there responsible for corporate-service business functions 
(financial management, HR, security, etc.) are hired by the Regional Coordinators and report to 
their respective country leaders. Central CS may, however, play a role in: guiding the 
recruitment/selection of this field staff; delivering training to them as part of their orientation at 
headquarters; interacting with them extensively during the execution of their work; and finally 
providing guidance and feedback. In addition, the caliber of field office staff engaged in CS 
functions influences both the amount and quality of work that DCS Headquarters staff can 
deliver. 
 
A breakdown of DCS staff by service area/business function, staff category, and location is shown 
in Annex 10. From this it may be seen that the 58.5 Corporate Services staff at headquarters, of 
                                                     
26 to monitor possible areas that warrant her attention. The budget for corporate services is shown in Annex 11. 
Time did not permit an in-depth exploration of all the functions in Corporate Services; the Panel concentrated on 
three of the largest, namely those with greatest impact on ICRAF staff worldwide: Financial Services, Human 
Resources (HR), and Information Technology (IT). However, in the Panel’s discussions with staff, both at 
Headquarters and in the field offices visited, the subject of all corporate services was raised; staff also volunteered 
unsolicited comments. See Annex 12 for a breakdown of ICRAF’s Senior leadership and services budget.  
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whom only 18 are professional and 45.5 are permanent, bear a degree of responsibility for and 
influence over the delivery of service by 175.5 staff in 45 field offices. Brief descriptive 
characterizations of the principal units within CS and some of their major issues follow below; 
full discussion is the subject of Chapter 6.  
 
3.3.1 Financial Services Unit (FSU) 
ICRAF has only fully decentralized financial operations in its SEA Region. All the other regions 
are currently operating with centralized oversight. The process followed in SEA is documented 
and was made available to the CCER panel. The FSU is managed by ICRAF’s Chief Financial 
Officer (CFO, an IRS), a Fellow of the U.K. Chartered Institute of Management Accountants. The 
next most senior person, the Budget and Corporate Finance Manager, is a CPA, as is the Manager 
of Corporate Accounting. The unit has a staff of 11 (13 positions authorized, of which two are 
unfilled); compared to 23 authorized positions in 1998. Somewhat offsetting this reduction in staff 
strength has been an upgrading of staff qualifications, more efficient financial systems and 
processes, developing and implementing a Web based online reporting system and 
decentralizing the data and transaction processing of the SEA region. 
 
Nonetheless, the current staffing level is seen as problematic by the CFO, a view shared by 
PriceWaterhouseCoopers Ltd (PWC) in a CCER of the FSU delivered in August 2005. That CCER 
also found morale in the FSU to be low, and that the FSU is perceived by staff elsewhere in 
ICRAF to be “slow and not responsive to other stakeholders’ requests.” The PWC CCER was 
wide-ranging, producing 23 key recommendations under eight major headings. Rather than 
recapitulate its findings and recommendations, the Panel simply notes that its own findings, 
although based on a much more limited observation, were substantially in agreement with those 
of PWC. In particular, attention should be drawn to the challenges and concerns expressed in the 
CCER regarding decentralization in terms of workload, work quality and risk. PWC found 
“There is no clearly documented decentralization strategy. No clear milestones have been set 
such that reviews can be periodically made to establish whether the decentralization process has 
been successful or is on track”. They also found that “Questionable and/or illegitimate expenses 
may easily pass without notice since the reviews carried out by the focal persons are not 
documented and reviewed by their supervisors”. This specific risk, which was mentioned in the 
limited context of managing imprest accounts, is only one of several areas of financial and 
reputational risk associated with what appears to have been uncontrolled decentralization of 
financial management functions. The Panel suggests that ICRAF should ensure that all staff in 
regional offices with financial responsibilities be trained in ICRAF policies, procedures and systems, 
complemented by regular review visits to the field offices by FSU. 
 
3.3.2 Human Resources (HR) 
Leadership of the HR team appears to be vacant at present, with the DCS responsible for directly 
managing the work of this important unit in addition to her overall management of the 
Department. In fact, the HR unit, with a total current staff of eight—of which only two are 
professionals - has had many challenges over the past several years27. Following the departure of 
the Acting Head in early 2003, the HR professional serving as Deputy Head from within the unit 
                                                     
27 The Head, Human Resources (an IRS professional) resigned in February 2001. Managerial responsibilities for 
the unit were thereupon assumed by the Deputy Head, Human Resources (an NRS professional), who was 
designated Acting Head for two years, until her resignation in March 2003. Meanwhile, the Recruitment Officer 
(an NRS professional) had resigned in July 2002, since which time recruitment has been handled by the NRS GSS 
staff member who had assisted her.  
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began functioning as “HR Team Leader”28. The HR unit has therefore largely relied on Director of 
Corporate Services for leadership in HR related matters. The Panel notes that the HR Unit is 
particularly small considering the size of ICRAF (8 HRU staff at headquarters and 4.5 regional 
HR staff for approximately 450 staff in ICRAF and the approximately 80 national staff at its 
hosted organizations in Nairobi, which the HR Unit also supports) and the many challenges 
presented by HR functions in such a far-flung, diverse international organization. In 2005, 
however, an effort was made to strengthen regional HR functions with the recruitment of HR 
personnel in the regional offices. At present, all staff in the HR unit at Headquarters are Kenyan 
nationals. This seems anomalous in an international organization where staff are of many 
different nationalities. 
 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF urgently recruits a fully qualified and thoroughly experienced 
professional Human Resource manager, whose training and experience cover the entire spectrum 
of HR services, including staff management, staff development, compensation and benefits. 
 
There appear also to be issues of technical qualifications regarding the HR team. According to the 
Panel’s understanding, the only two individuals in the HR unit at present with formal 
backgrounds in HR are two temporary employees. The difficulties besetting ICRAF’s HR 
function were recognized by senior management, and affected the recruitment of the replacement 
for the previous DCS, who left ICRAF due to a restructuring in December 2004. It was thought 
that the incoming DCS would effectively function simultaneously as manager of HR, along with 
her other duties. In the Panel’s view this is clearly an impossible task. 
 
Adding further challenge and complexity to the HR’s agenda, several major changes have been 
underway over the last several years. Underlying them have been two principal factors: 
(1) Movement towards a “one-staff” approach to replace the GSS/professional distinction; 
(2) Decentralization, which can be especially problematic regarding HR management. 
 
To work towards a one-staff model has been driven by a desire to end an HR management model 
that was seen as making it impossible for talented, dedicated staff to rise through the ranks and 
reach their full potential. The shift was recommended by a consultant in 2001, but unfortunately 
has led to several obstacles and false starts. ICRAF has had difficulty with: (1) Reclassification of 
jobs (occasioned by the above-named shift), which had to be halted and restarted because of 
widespread misperception that it was an opportunity for promotions and salary increases. The 
BoT has been promised completion of the reclassification by mid-2006; (2) Adjustments in 
compensation consequent to the job reclassification; and (3) Dissolution of the previously existing 
two staff associations--one for IRS and NRS professionals, the other for GSS staff--with the notion 
that they would be replaced by a single staff association, consistent with the one-staff concept29.  
                                                     
28 The Panel understands, with the recognition by most senior management (and definitely by the majority of 
ICRAF’s staff and mid-level managers, according to views expressed to the Panel) that his performance was not 
adequate to function as the HR Team leader. In any case, the Panel understands that he has opted not renew his 
contract with ICRAF in 2006. 
29 The two pre-existing associations were accordingly dissolved in 2004. A charter for a consolidated staff 
association has been drafted by a small interim working group, but the charter has not been adopted, so there are 
no officers, regularly scheduled meetings, or, indeed, a functioning staff association. Since the two earlier 
associations met quarterly with the SLT to review issues of concern, this has left a significant gap. In 2005, there 
were two meetings between the DCS and the committee and one town-hall style general meeting of staff. The 
resulting void is particularly difficult to remedy because ICRAF management cannot force the issue; this kind of 
action cannot be management-driven. The current committee has been encouraged to request audience of the SLT 
as and when they find that there is an issue that needs to be brought to the SLT’s attention. The Panel 
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Like FSU, HR has been involved in a process of decentralization as ICRAF has expanded its 
presence throughout its seven regions by opening additional offices. The decentralization of HR 
to the regions has been in stages, starting in 2005 with the Southeast Asia region, followed by 
recruitment of HR officers in Southern Africa, African Humid Tropics and the Sahel regions in 
2005. The decentralization was in response to critical comments concerning HR’s capacity to 
respond effectively, at both local and headquarters levels. Criticisms included slowness in 
executing the Performance Evaluation Process which was delayed in 2005 due to modifications to 
the form under the One-Staff approach and process, chronic lateness in providing critical 
information regarding contracts, inaccurate data at HQ, delays in transmission of information 
between headquarters and the regions, lack of transparency and consistency regarding 
promotions, and unpleasantness in processing benefits. Critiques were essentially of the full 
range of HR functions.  
 
ICRAF’s Performance Evaluation process incorporates 360 degree feedback. In this connection, it 
is noteworthy that ICRAF lacks a periodic staff survey to measure satisfaction and concerns. A 
one-off survey was conducted in early 2005. Response was limited (perhaps partly for 
technological reasons—see remarks on IT below--aggravated by skepticism as to whether 
responses through the Web-based system were truly anonymous), but results were nonetheless 
highly suggestive30. Management advises that another survey is planned in 2006. Another 
mechanism made available to staff for providing feedback is an intranet suggestion box, available 
to staff in HQ and in some of the Regional locations but which they rarely use.  
 
ICRAF hosts the office of the Program Leader, CGIAR Gender and Diversity Program. Although her 
duties as leader of a Systemwide program necessitate extensive travel, she nonetheless has more 
opportunity to interact directly with ICRAF managers and staff than with most of the other 
Centers in the system. ICRAF has been falling behind the other Centers in meeting its gender and 
diversity goals, despite good intentions on the part of senior management. In 2005, ICRAF made 
significant improvement in its participation in G&D activities and in particular sponsoring its 
female employees to the Women’s Leadership Programs, encouraging many to join the 
mentoring program and actively pursuing its gender and diversity goals. 
 
Most of the women scientists who were in regular positions have left the institution. A few 
remain, but all seem to be on soft, short-term contracts. Specific explanations are difficult for 
several reasons: the small number of cases lack accurate and reliable data, and—until very 
recently—lack exit interviews (which must be carefully and expertly done by HR professionals). 
A probable reason for the deterioration—admittedly difficult to confirm—is partly a severe lack 
of capacity to implement due to a weak HR unit, and partly management’s difficulty with follow-
through.  
 
                                                                                                                                                                      
understands that the SLT has encouraged the working group and staff generally to move to closure but to date 
that has not happened.  
30 83% of respondents agreed that it was important for ICRAF to address the question: “What are we doing to 
focus and excel in our core business?”; 82% agreed that the following question was important: “What are the 
highlights or milestones that indicate that the new structure is working and improvement of the old one?”; 80% 
agreed that Management Services (now Corporate Services) should address the question: “What is the strategy 
for Management Services now that we have a new Director on board?”; and 65% agreed that it was important to 
address “Are we becoming over-opportunistic and chasing [any] funds rather than conducting high-quality 
research and development in key areas?”  
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3.3.3 Information Technology (IT)  
ICRAF and ILRI decided in early 2001 to share the services of an Information and 
Communication Technology (ICT) Manager and to encourage integration and sharing of ICT 
Resources where possible. Despite some fundamental differences in the ways in which the two 
organizations conduct their business and therefore approach IT, significant progress has been 
made in this direction, and ICRAF has independently made progress on several aspects of IT. 
Organizationally, the major step toward sharing resources remains the joint appointment of an IT 
Manager but this should facilitate a series of additional changes. There is a joint ICRAF/ILRI IT 
strategy document, and ICRAF’s SLT has agreed to devote a portion of its agenda to IT twice a 
year. Also helping to impel progress has been a report from ICRAF’s Internal Auditor on 
Computer Risks and Controls in ICRAF Computer Operations. At present, the principal 
impediment to merging the two institutions’ ICT operations is the need to harmonize HR policies 
and procedures (including compensation); work on this is under way.  
 
In ICRAF, the IT Unit Head oversees the work of: 1 Site Manager, 1 Network Administrator, 1 
Database Specialist, 2 IT/desktop support Technicians, one specialized in software, the other in 
hardware. This staff supports 420 workstations on the ICRAF campus, as ICRAF’s IT unit 
provides desktop and network support to staff of all the other organizations hosted on its 
campus.  
 
ICRAF’s IT Unit Head and his unit are very active in the CGIAR-wide ICT-KM program, which 
works to establish shared standards, extend connectivity, and promote shareable initiatives to 
benefit the entire CGIAR network.  
 
As in other areas, IT support to ICRAF’s regional and country offices is a challenge. ILRI, which 
is more centralized, batches its IT acquisitions to achieve volume-based price advantages and 
funds these acquisitions from core funds. ICRAF, on the other hand, is much more decentralized 
and acquires most of its IT equipment from project funds, which means handling them more as 
one-off acquisitions. This leads to higher overall costs, and also makes standardization more 
difficult. At the local level, IT support as well as supplies must generally be purchased from local 
sources; the IT unit provides model contracts and guidance in negotiating with such sources.  
 
Data communications are challenging throughout Africa regarding both the technology itself and 
the cost of service. The situation is considerably more difficult in West Africa than in East Africa. 
This limits the levels and raises the costs of service that can be made available to ICRAF staff 
working in a number of countries. In some offices, junior staff reportedly lack access to e-mail. 
(The interconnectedness of organizational factors can be seen here: it is difficult to monitor staff 
attitudes and satisfaction or mobilize collective action when communication is difficult.) 
 
Despite these challenges, planning and work continue to advance, extending beyond information 
technology itself and beginning to address issues related specifically to the management of 
information assets, a previously under-addressed need. An information asset audit is being 
carried out in during the first quarter of 2006 and is expected to provide a foundation for a 
considerable amount of new work.  
 
According to the IT Manager, the fact remains that providing or obtaining adequate support for 
ICRAF Headquarters and a few other major locations (e.g. ICRAF’s offices in SEA) is far more 
feasible than delivering effective, affordable solutions to staff working in more remote and 
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difficult locations. At the time of the Panel’s field visits, the two West African and the Southern 
African regional offices did not yet have access to the ICRAF intranet. The Panel suggests that 
work to secure access to the intranet for all Regions should proceed as a matter of urgency.  
 
The Panel recommends that a Joint ICRAF-ILRI Service Unit be established as soon as possible, 
including IT, Research Support and Communications.  
 
3.3.4 Operations, Procurement, Visitors and Conference, Travel, Protocol and Security 
Services 
The Operations Unit (Staff of 10, including 7 permanent GSS and 2 temporary GSS overseen by a 
temporary NPS) is concerned with support and physical maintenance and expansion of ICRAF’s 
HQ campus, mail and courier services and the supervision of outsourced services such as 
janitorial, landscape and gardening, transport, photocopying and printing, and catering services.  
 
The Procurement Supervisor’s office (2 permanent NPS, 2 permanent GSS) is responsible for 
acquisition of assets at ICRAF HQ and some Regional Offices. This small staff cannot directly 
execute all such procurements, but they are in any case involved in the process for the usual 
reasons: maximizing economy of purchase; ensuring appropriateness of items, terms and 
conditions; and control. An ICRAF Procurement Committee meets twice yearly. The Procurement 
Supervisor’s office is also responsible for assets disposal. The Panel suggests the policy on 
distribution of the proceeds of assets disposal should be clarified and communicated to staff. 
 
The Visitors and Conference Services unit of 2.5 staff deals with the on-site handling of 
arrangements for visitors, and with the support of meetings and conferences at ICRAF HQ, 
including use of the facilities by other organizations. By doing so, it is able to generate revenues 
that exceed its costs, thus becoming a profit center. It, too, uses contractors extensively. 
 
The Travel Officer (1 permanent NPS) and her assistant (1 permanent GSS) arrange for visas, 
hotel and airline bookings, and transfers. As with any such office, they have extensive 
relationships with both service suppliers (hotels and airlines) and with agencies. They are 
responsible for conference support, group travel, and travel arrangements within the region. 
They also manage courier services (contracted to DHL). 
 
This HQ Protocol Services consists of one NPS and 1.5 permanent GSS; it utilizes contractors 
extensively, although sensitive issues or problems are handled directly by ICRAF’s staff. It 
handles the full range of issues necessary to deal with the large number of guests visiting ICRAF, 
including any necessary interactions with the Kenyan government and foreign embassies, 
arranging appropriate escort services to and from the campus. 
 
Actual Security Services for ICRAF’s Nairobi campus are outsourced. Contractors’ work is 
overseen by a single permanent NPS. This service is also responsible for maintenance of 
evacuation plans, ICRAF’s Security Policy, its Health and Safety Policy, etc. The Security Officer 
is responsible for investigating any breaches of security that may occur at HQ. He is also heavily 
involved in disaster-recovery/business-continuity planning, risk assessment, and regional IT 
security.
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4 LINKS TO OTHER CGIAR CENTERS AND PARTNERS 
 
4.1 Links with CIFOR 
ICRAF has had a special relationship with the Center for International Forestry Research ever 
since CIFOR was created in 1993. The history and current directions of that relationship are 
analyzed in considerable depth in a separate paper prepared recently by both Centers. The 
document provides the two Centers’ response to the question ‘Should CIFOR and ICRAF merge?’ 
The report presents the results of an assessment of the current state of collaboration and 
opportunities for a stronger alliance between ICRAF and CIFOR. Over the past 10 years, the two 
Centers have collaborated effectively in the areas of shared Board appointments, joint 
publications, joint program development and project implementation, joint staff appointments 
and shared facilities.  
 
The report presented to the Panel by management shows signs of a healthy relationship between 
the two organizations. The Panel concurs with ICRAF management that the ability of the alliance 
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the two Centers will be strongly influenced by the 
context in which they are set. They produced a discussion paper covering issues such as 
programmatic opportunities, shared infrastructure, coordinated outreach and communication, 
shared research support, and linked governance.  
 
The closest programmatic alignment between the two Centers has been in environmental 
services, tree products and livelihood analysis. ICRAF management indicates, and the Panel 
agrees, that the opportunity for collaboration is substantial because CIFOR’s focus is moving 
increasingly towards the forest margins while ICRAF’s is increasingly moving towards the 
forests. While CIFOR has more of a policy focus and ICRAF more of a technology focus, both 
Centers are collaborating in research at the forest margins, largely though ASB.  
 
The two Centers share office space but have generally operated separately. In terms of 
communication, the two Centers share a common library in Bogor, collaborate on media 
launching, co-publish some reports, and share images. Discussions are underway to combine GIS 
services between the two Centers. On linked governance, currently one member from each Board 
attends the other Center’s Board meetings.  
 
The Panel notes that the current collaboration is appropriate and encourages ICRAF and CIFOR 
to continue to further develop appropriate modes of collaboration. The two Centers will gain by 
developing joint projects, sharing MTPs and staff appointments. The Panel does not believe that a 
full merger of the two Centers is appropriate at this stage. The Panel suggests that, in Regions 
where they are both present, ICRAF and CIFOR should continue their efforts to avoid duplication of 
research and services, coordinate and develop joint programmatic activities with distinct implementing 
components to gain from synergies31.The two Centers should continue to look into ways by which they can 
increase level of cooperation in governance, such as having a joint annual Program Committee meeting. 
 
 
                                                     
31 For example in AHT, the Panel has noted that CIFOR has a socio-economist and an anthropologist while ICRAF 
staff skills are more technology-oriented. It will be useful to use skills on the ground to develop joint research 
programs. Two new joint appointments, focusing on biodiversity, funded by Switzerland and Finland, 
respectively, will further strengthen this collaboration in SEA. 
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4.2 ICRAF’s Strategic Partnership with ILRI 
By having their Headquarters in Nairobi, ICRAF and ILRI have enjoyed administrative and 
programmatic links over the years. In addition to shared services such as IT (one joint Manager) 
and ICT Procurement, both research support units have worked together on backstopping 
scientists in biometrics and data management. Programmatically, ICRAF and ILRI scientists have 
conducted joint research projects in the areas of smallholder dairy production, with ICRAF 
leveraging its knowledge of fodder trees for livestock. Over the last year two years, management 
staff from both Centers have been evaluating options for strengthening the existing links, 
particularly through the proposed integration of CGIAR Centers’ research in ESA.  
 
Based on the CGIAR SSA Task Force Report, the Executive Council of the CGIAR has requested 
ILRI and ICRAF to lead the development of a joint Medium Term Plan for ESA that provides a 
more coherent, integrated frame for the work of all CGIAR Centers in the region. The two 
Centers are exploring integration by shared research support and corporate services as well as a 
governance mechanism utilizing existing structures to minimize transactions costs.  
 
Since the two Centers are located in the same city, they are already collaborating in some joint 
corporate services and together are leading the process of integration of CGIAR activities in the 
ESA region, the Panel believes that this collaboration should be further strengthened by 
developing a joint service unit. In addition to helping save overheads and administrative costs, 
further development of joint services will go a long way to facilitate the process of integration of 
activities in the ESA region.  
 
The Panel recommends that a Joint ICRAF-ILRI Service Unit be established as soon as possible, 
including IT services, Research Support and Communications.  
 
The Panel suggests that ICRAF and ILRI should explore the possibility (within the next two years) of 
including Human Resources and Financial Services Financial Services in the recommended Joint Services 
Unit. 
 
4.3 Links with other CGIAR Centers 
ICRAF has good relationships with other CGIAR Centers including CIAT, CIMMYT, ICRISAT, 
IITA, and IPGRI. Many of these Centers have their Africa office located on the ICRAF campus.  
CIAT is a key partner of ICRAF in ASB, AHI and the Amazon Initiative. They implement projects 
together (e.g. CLIFS in the DR Congo) and have stronger integration of soil fertility work in 
Africa (e.g. enhancing capacity for soil fertility and NRM research within the NEPAD CAADP 
framework). The presence of CIMMYT on the ICRAF campus offers opportunities for 
collaboration in tree-based systems for Quality Protein Maize, integrated soil fertility 
management, and climate change adaptation in maize-based systems. With ICRISAT, ICRAF is 
collaborating on the Desert Margin Initiative. However, options for stronger links exist in 
product commercialization and marketing, climate change research, INRM in crop production, 
livelihood and social issues, which the Panel believes should be pursued. ICRAF and IITA are 
strong partners in ASB. They have joint activities in West and Central Africa, and are 
collaborating in the Sustainable Tree Crop Initiative and as well as with Mars Incorporated on 
cocoa agroforestry systems research. In the AHT, there is opportunity for joint programmatic 
activities. The Panel members were able to observe the successful relationships between ICRAF 
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and IITA in the AHT in Cameroon. ICRAF and IPGRI have on-going interactions on 
agrobiodiversity. They are partners in the Inter-Center Working Group on Genetic Resources and 
engage in the Global Partnership for Plant Conservation of the CBD, collaborate in the area of 
tree germplasm and genetics, and are developing collaboration in ecoagriculture research. ICRAF 
has collaborated with IFPRI in the CAPRi initiative and works with IFPRI on two other projects. 
 
The Panel noted that there have been some missed opportunities for inter-Center collaboration on 
the collection of baseline data and encourages ICRAF to collaborate with the other Centers in 
order to maximize efficiency and minimize unnecessary duplication. Overall, it is the opinion of 
the Panel that ICRAF is interacting well with other CGIAR Centers. The strong relationships 
between ICRAF and the other Centers provide fertile ground for even more significant joint 
programs. The Panel suggests that ICRAF should continue to develop research relationships with other 
CGIAR Centers to develop joint long term research programs. 
 
4.4 ICRAF’s Regional and Global partners and stakeholders 
ICRAF is host to two CGIAR Systemwide and ecoregional programs with strategic links to 
agroforestry, the ASB Program and the AHI, both of which have been considered in Section 3.1 of 
this Report. In addition, the CGIAR Gender and Diversity Program is located at ICRAF 
Headquarters (see section 3.3.2). 
 
The Panel noted with satisfaction the involvement of ICRAF in regional and global agendas. To 
be more engaged it has established an OSI (see section 3.1) to focus on science-policy linkages as 
a primary responsibility among others. The Director of OSI position was filled in late 2003 and 
the incumbent has since established the office as a platform for influencing regional and global 
agendas. There are many changes occurring in ICRAF’s external environment and such an office 
will only help the Center to be on top of emerging issues. For example, through OSI, ICRAF has 
been engaged in NEPAD related activities (e.g. CAADP), and in the SSA CP since the early stages 
of its development. ICRAF’s emphasis on INRM is closely aligned with the integrated 
agricultural research for development paradigm of the SSA CP. As a result, contributions of 
ICRAF scientists to development of the SSA CP have helped to establish a strategic entry point 
for agroforestry research in the overall design of the SSA CP. The Panel believes that this is a 
good achievement and ICRAF needs to play a prominent role in the development of the SSA CP 
because of the unique role of agroforestry in alleviating hunger in SSA. 
 
Throughout its history, ICRAF has been closely aligned with the national and regional 
agricultural research systems. Regional strategies are identified and implemented in close 
consultation with national agricultural research institutes, and most programs are linked to 
national priorities for agricultural development and poverty reduction. The Center’s work with 
NARS spans across all seven regions where it has field presence. In several regions, stronger links 
with NARS are being fostered through sub-regional organizations such as ASARECA. 
 
Several of the Center’s regional activities with NARS partners have evolved into larger consortia 
and networks to facilitate the scaling-up of research and development innovations. For example, 
in Kenya, the Consortium for Scaling-Up Options for Increasing Farm Productivity (COSOFAP) 
operates in 25 districts and has over 80 partners, including NARS, farmer organizations, and 
several CGIAR Centers. A similar effort is underway in Southern Africa where ICRAF and 
several international agricultural research centers have come together to establish a regional soil 
fertility consortium. The Soil Fertility Consortium of Southern Africa (SOFECSA) works with 
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national and development partners to facilitate uptake of integrated approaches for soil fertility 
management of smallholder farms.  
 
A major priority for ICRAF is to partner with NARS to enable scaling-up of the adoption of 
agroforestry systems and practice through targeted institutional capacity development. This 
presents important challenges with regard to building capacity in the various NARS partners. 
The current emphasis on strengthening regional research organizations has diverted some 
attention away from many NARS. The general decline in the capacity of some NARS to operate 
and deliver, associated with a decline in funding of agricultural research in many African 
countries, undoubtedly affects the potential impact of ICRAF’s research. That is why ICRAF 
continues to invest in restricted grant projects that address training and institutional 
strengthening.  
 
During the past decade, ICRAF has developed partnerships with many non-NARS partners. 
These have grown from seven NGOs and farmer groups in 1993 to 112 in 1997, to several 
hundred in 2005; from 10 universities in developing countries in 1993 to over 200 in 2005 through 
the ANAFE and the SEANAFE; and from 25 ARIs in 1993 to over a hundred currently, mostly in 
the North. This range of partners has helped broaden the scope and opportunities for 
agroforestry research for development. 
 
In 2005, ICRAF carried out an analysis of its partnerships and produced a report “Partnerships 
for advancing the Science and Practice of Agroforestry”. According to this analysis, at the time of 
the survey, ICRAF had a total of 643 partners. The term “partner” is interpreted broadly, and in 
many cases there is no formal written agreement between ICRAF and a partner. Partner types 
include the following: International Agricultural Research Centers and other ARIs; CGIAR 
Centers; Donor Organizations; International and country-based development-orientated NGOs; 
Conservation Organizations; Regional and Sub-regional Organizations; National Agricultural 
Research and Extension Systems and Institutions; Farmer and Community-Based Organizations; 
Universities; and the Private Sector. 
 
These different types of partners have different expectations of ICRAF, according to their identity 
vis-à-vis the above categories and their balance of interests in research, development and capacity 
building. Many of the partnerships are with networks, associations or consortia at local (e.g. 
COSOFAP), regional or global levels, and making for a complex set of partnership and 
stakeholder linkages as illustrated in Figure 1. ICRAF’s OSI is currently refining an up-to-date 
database of partner institutions, using data provided by the Regions. This database will contain 
the contact details of key focal points and some basic information about the type of working 
relationship (ad hoc, covered by formal written agreement, whether involved in implementation 
of joint projects). The DDG-Programs maintains a grants database, which complements this 
information. 
 
Frequency distribution of project size. An analysis of the frequency distribution of project size for 
currently active projects supported by restricted funding is shown in Table 4. In 2005, 67 out of 
162 active projects (41%) were sized at less than US$50,000; together these represented only 6% of 
ICRAF’s restricted income. While there was an encouraging trend of increase in larger grants 
over the period 2002-2005, the concern remains that the smaller projects carry a heavy 
administrative burden which is out of proportion to the science and income they generate. The 
Panel, however, noted the substantial variation in administrative requirements for grants of a 
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given size, which affects the overhead cost. The Panel suggests that ICRAF should, in future project 
development, seek fewer small grants. 
 
Table 4 Frequency distribution of ICRAF restricted-funding projects, 2002-2005 
 
2002 2003 2004 2005 
Project Size Number US$ Number US$ Number US$ Number US$ 
Under US$20,000 71 427,018 96 480,189 99 565,652 38 360,206 
US$20,000-49,999 38 1,267,612 48 1,653,116 32 969,874 29 914,138 
US$50,000-99,999 24 1,615,231 23 1,571,900 37 2,663,945 30 2,287,914 
US$100,000-199,999 23 3,391,090 20 3,017,500 20 2,967,267 28 3,869,441 
US$200,000-499,999 15 4,643,728 21 6,443,646 21 6,793,707 26 4,722,282 
Over US$500,000 4 3,465,130 5 6,762,934 5 6,942,800 11 10,977,571 
Total 175 14,809,809 213 19,929,285 214 20,903,245 162 23,131,552 
 
Stakeholder perceptions. A questionnaire survey of a subset of partners conducted by ICRAF in 
2005 obtained responses from 65 organizations. Prominent among those responding were local 
NGOs, universities, NARIs and ARIs. Responses to questions relating to partnership 
expectations, types of outputs expected and whether outputs were being met and impacts 
achieved were generally positive. It was noteworthy that nearly 50% of the respondents indicated 
that no formal feedback processes based on indicators, targets and milestones were in place for 
project review.  
 
The Panel distributed a survey to 60 stakeholders (funding agencies and collaborators in 
research, development and capacity building) in mid-November 2005, and received 21 replies by 
December 16. Ten of these replies came from stakeholders who interacted with ICRAF 
headquarters, the balance of respondents interacted with the Regions. The questionnaire 
responses of this small sample of responding stakeholders were generally favorable. Of the 21 
respondents, 65% considered that ICRAF made a very significant global contribution to 
agroforestry research, while 90% considered ICRAF made a significant or very significant 
contribution to development and capacity building. Over 90% considered that ICRAF made a 
highly positive or positive contribution to NARIs, universities, resource networks and NGOs 
operating in their countries, while fewer respondents (only 15%) perceived ICRAF as having an 
impact on agricultural or forest industries. Over 50% of respondents believed they had adequate 
opportunity to contribute to ICRAF’s agendas in research, institutional strengthening and 
scaling-up. Some 90% of respondents believed that ICRAF’s activities were very relevant to the 
needs of the poor in Africa, and 62% believed that ICRAF should allocate more of its resources to 
scaling-up of agroforestry innovations. Some 60% would like to see increased ICRAF 
collaboration with NGOs and NARS, 74% rated ICRAF’s publications as easily accessible and 
85% considered ICRAF’s funding and resources to be efficiently and effectively managed. 
 
Further information on stakeholder perceptions is available from the CGIAR stakeholder survey, 
the latest of which was conducted in 2004. Fifteen major donors within the CGIAR system 
responded on ICRAF, of whom 11 strongly agreed, and 4 agreed, that ICRAF makes significant 
contributions to achieving the CGIAR mission. This rating was similar to those of most other 
CGIAR Centers. 
 
Panel assessment of partnerships in the Regions. ICRAF’s relationships with local stakeholders 
was assessed by the Panel through meetings with senior personnel of over 30 external 
stakeholder organizations in the course of the regional visits by Panel Members. Relationships 
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between ICRAF and these stakeholders were judged to be generally very active and positive in 
all the Regions visited. Regional ICRAF Offices hold annual stakeholder meetings, involving 
many active stakeholders from the collaborating countries in their Region, to plan and update 
regional strategies for the coming year. “Short term strategic plans” prepared in 2005 by the 
Regions provide a good record of these inclusive regional planning processes. However, there 
were some concerns expressed to the Panel by NARIs that ICRAF was competing, rather than 
collaborating with them, to secure donor funding. Some respondents felt that ICRAF has spread 
itself too thinly by expanding from agroforestry into forestry (for example, silviculture of 
smallholder woodlots and wood processing) and integrated natural resources management. They 
suggested that ICRAF should have a regional focus to strengthen science and institutional 
capacity where this is needed, rather than conduct research and development activities that are 
national in character and can be undertaken by national institutions. 
 69 
5 ICRAF GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT 
 
5.1 Board of Trustees 
5.1.1 Responsibilities 
ICRAF’s governing body is the BoT. The Board’s principal duties are to: 
1. Select and appoint (or dismiss) the Director General and set his terms of employment. 
2. Endorse the appointment of director-level staff on the recommendations of the Director 
General. 
3. Approve personnel policies, salary scales and benefits of ICRAF employees. 
4. Actively participate in the development of ICRAF’s strategy and long-range plans. 
5. Carefully scrutinize the annual program of work and budget, revise them where necessary 
and signify approval. 
6. Monitor ICRAF’s progress towards the achievement of its objectives through systematic 
internal reviews and interact directly with external program and management panels. 
7. Ensure ICRAF’s financial integrity and accountability, appoint external auditors, and 
approve the audited annual report of accounts. 
8. Exercise oversight of investments, acquisition of facilities and equipment and disposal of 
major assets. 
9. Identify and elect new Board members and orient them to the operations of ICRAF. 
10. Monitor and evaluate the performance of its members to ensure that the board is accountable 
for prudence and diligence in the performance of its functions. 
 
5.1.2 Composition 
ICRAF’s Board is currently composed of 15 members, 12 elected and three ex officio; the latter 
include the Director-General, a Host Country Representative, and a representative from CIFOR’s 
Board of Trustees. Of the elected members, eight are male, four female. Six elected members 
come from developed countries, six from developing ones. Composition of the current Board, 
including terms of office, demographic information, and disciplinary/professional orientation, is 
presented in Annex 13, ICRAF Board of Trustees, 2000-2006.  
 
5.1.3 Methods of work and Committees32 
The BoT discharges its responsibilities through its annual deliberations and the various sub-
committees it has set up to facilitate its work. These include the following: Executive and Finance 
Committee (ExCo); Program Committee; Audit Committee; Nominations Committee; Operations 
Committee, and Ad-hoc Committee/Group on Resource Mobilization33.  
 
Executive and Finance Committee (ExCo). The ExCo comprises the Chair, Vice Chair, and the 
Chairs of all BoT standing committees. The Director-General is an ex officio member. The ExCo 
exercises all powers and functions delegated to it by the Board between meetings of the full 
                                                     
32 ICRAF’s Board Handbook; Policy Manual for the Board of Trustees (April 2005 edition) contains ICRAF’s Charter, 
By-laws and amendments, and all essential information regarding the Board and its Committees. It is 
incorporated by reference into this Report. Only selected items regarding individual committees will be 
mentioned here; the reader is referred to the Handbook for complete information.  
33 At the most recent BoT meeting (January 2006), this ad hoc group was dissolved as a working body of the BoT 
under the leadership of a Board member. It is to be replaced by a Resource Mobilization Forum, which will 
include all BoT members and meet during BoT annual meetings, but be convened by ICRAF management, which 
will assume responsibility for the agenda and process. 
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Board. It is charged with the responsibility to oversee the management and financial practices of 
the Center. However, Article VIII Section 11.a (as amended 3 May 1998) of ICRAF’s by-laws 
states, “There shall be an Executive and Finance Committee of the Board of Trustees consisting of 
the Chairman, Vice Chairman, Chairman of the Program Committee, and one other Trustee 
annually elected by the Board of Trustees. The Director General shall be, ex officio, a member of 
the Executive and Finance Committee.” The Panel recognizes the important role assigned to the 
ExCo in managing ICRAF’s financial affairs between full BoT meetings. The Panel suggests that 
the Chair of the Audit Committee should be explicitly designated in the by-laws as a full member of the 
Executive Committee to bring the by-laws into conformance with current practice and institutionalize it. 
 
Program Committee (PC). The Program Committee is a committee of the whole. Its principal 
function is “to review the current and future program of work at ICRAF, in consultation with the 
Director General, director-level staff and other staff members nominated by the Director General, 
and to report its findings to the board,” especially regarding the suitability of ICRAF’s mandate, 
the scientific quality of its work, scientific linkages with other relevant institutions, relations with 
client countries and the impact on them of ICRAF’s work, and the role of special projects vis-à-vis 
ICRAF’s core program.  
 
Members of the Panel observed the PC’s meeting in the 2006 BoT meeting. It was noteworthy for 
its range and variety, and for certain factors that seemed to frustrate at least some Board 
members. Not all presentations were what they purported to be: e.g. one listed as an overview of 
the state of world agroforestry actually dealt exclusively with ICRAF’s activities and 
accomplishments. Also, a presentation was made on a topic that all members agreed did warrant 
Board presentation, as it concerned an internal reorganization. Several members expressed 
concern regarding involvement in the Millennium Research Villages of ICRAF as an institution, 
and of the DG personally.  
 
Interaction among Board members themselves was lively, collegial, and generally constructive. 
Perhaps contributing to looseness in parts of the discussion was the fact that some materials were 
not seen by Board members prior to the meeting (this is discussed elsewhere, especially 
regarding the Operations Committee). 
 
Audit Committee (AC). The Audit Committee assists the BoT in fulfilling its oversight 
responsibilities through review of financial statements, regular interaction with internal and 
external auditors, review of risk management and internal control issues, and assessment of 
compliance with laws, rules and regulations. The AC has a clearly defined charter consistent with 
best practice. Its current membership includes six BoT members, chaired by a Trustee who is 
professionally qualified as both an accountant (CPA) and management consultant (CMC). The 
Panel commends the BoT for adding to its membership a Trustee with certified professional 
expertise and extensive experience in financial and risk management; invaluable both for 
leadership of ICRAF’s Audit Committee and for the strategic financial perspective it brings to the 
BoT. Limited depth in appropriate financial management expertise at Board level has been noted 
as a weakness in the CGIAR system.  
 
Minutes of Audit Committee meetings indicate that in-depth discussions have been held with 
management and auditors—both internal and external—on matters of financial management and 
related risks. The AC has given appropriate advice to management, made recommendations for 
Board approval, and requested follow-up actions where necessary. The AC requested the 
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development of a Code of Ethics (work in progress) to set clear norms for staff behavior and help 
control the increasing risks of fraud in the growing number of ICRAF offices. 
 
The Panel recommends that the Board and management strictly enforce their “zero-tolerance” 
approach to staff and service providers who transgress the rules and procedures governing the 
use of the Center’s resources, taking prompt, decisive and unambiguous action when malfeasance 
has been established; the results should be communicated (with appropriate safeguards) to all 
Center staff and other parties affected.  
 
Prompt, decisive, clear action in such cases is vital to protect ICRAF’s financial and reputational 
interests. In cases of staff suspected of fraud or abuse, it is essential that, while investigations are 
pending, they be removed from positions in which they might bring harm to ICRAF.  
 
Members of the Panel observed the 2006 meeting of the Audit Committee. The Internal Auditor 
made a presentation to the Committee (a regular feature of the agenda), and ordinarily would 
also have had a closed (in camera) session with the Committee, without other ICRAF staff present. 
Due to time pressure created by the scheduling of committee meetings and logistics of the venue, 
her portion of the AC meeting was rushed, and the closed session omitted entirely. Offsetting the 
impact of this omission was the fact that the incoming AC Chair stayed on in Nairobi into the 
following week, spending substantial time with the Internal Auditor, thereby obtaining 
information that would have been conveyed in the closed session. While welcome, this is 
suboptimal as it would have been preferable for the entire Committee to hear directly from the 
Internal Auditor. Recommendations concerning process changes aimed at minimizing this type 
of flaw will appear in section 5.1.6. 
 
Nominations Committee (NC). The Nominations Committee’s major responsibility is “to 
monitor tenure of membership of serving trustees and to develop and maintain a roster of 
potential board members.” A Panel member attended the meeting of the Board’s NC on 10 
January 2005. The Committee conducted its business in an open, relaxed style that allowed all 
members to contribute easily in a free exchange. The Chair had clearly done extensive 
preparatory work. The NC, having developed a rigorous selection procedure, recommended two 
new members nominated by ICRAF and one nominated by the CGIAR. Members discussed at 
length their problems with the CGIAR system of making nominations, particularly the 
inadequacy of the CGIAR’s database of potential candidates (this same problem was identified 
by the Nominations Committee of another center).  
 
The NC also made a number of committee membership and chair assignments. These took into 
account individual members’ willingness and availability to serve, their relevant Board 
experience, and needs for succession and continuity. The NC’s gender balance (female/total) has 
improved marginally from 5/16 during the last three years to 6/15 imminently. Overall, NC’s 
procedures and performance seemed appropriate and efficient. Their recommendations were 
presented to the full Board and accepted. 
 
Operations Committee (OC). The OC’s principal function “is to assist the Board of Trustees in 
reviewing the efficiency and effectiveness of the Center’s operational functions. This includes 
matters related to human resources, transport, communications, building expansion, safety and 
security.” It also oversees policy questions related to inter-agency operations, compensation 
adjustments for staff, and the content and timely maintenance of personnel policy. Finally, it 
monitors ICRAF’s compliance with policies in general.  
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The Panel observed the OC’s meeting in January 2006. This meeting was compressed in time, 
partly because of competition with other committees for space, and partly because the total time 
for committee meetings was truncated due to the special workshop with Jeffrey Sachs. The OC’s 
agenda on 10 January 2006 included: (1) Staff classification update; (2) Policy changes to the 
Personnel Policy Manual; (3) Review of Gender & Diversity goals; and (4) Issues coming up in 
the next year for OC. The OC was particularly handicapped by the late delivery and quality of 
documentation supplied. Although according to ICRAF’s records the proposed new PPM was 
sent to the OC Chair on 2 January (just 8 days before the meeting), she apparently received it only 
the night before the meeting. Other OC members did not receive it until the day of the meeting34. 
Plans for physical expansion of the ICRAF facility were unexpectedly produced and presented to 
the committee. The OC reacted negatively, partly because they considered the basic concept 
questionable, and partly because it had obviously not been thoroughly analyzed for either its 
financial implications or political impact. 
 
Ad-hoc Committee on Resource Mobilization. This group was established in 2001 as an ad-hoc 
Board Committee to follow up Resource Mobilization activities of the Center and Board. It was 
later established as a Board Standing Committee.35 It was dissolved at the 2006 meeting, to be 
replaced by a management-driven annual forum at the Board meeting. 
 
5.1.4 Risk Management 
At its meeting in April 2004, the BoT made the following statement: “The Board of Trustees of the 
World Agroforestry Center has the responsibility for ensuring that an appropriate risk 
management process is in place to identify and manage major and significant risks to the 
achievement of the Center’s business objectives, and to conform with CGIAR principles and 
guidelines as adopted by all CGIAR Centers. These risks include operational, financial and 
reputation risks that are inherent in the nature, modus operandi and locations of the Center’s 
activities.” 
 
Well-constructed risk management policy, procedures, and processes should help ICRAF deal 
effectively with risks and opportunities in a proactive fashion. They would also provide 
additional assurance to investors, partners and other stakeholders that ICRAF adheres to best 
practice in governance and accountability mechanisms. Under instruction from the BoT, 
management has established a Risk Management Committee (RMC). The RMC, led by the DDG-
P, is charged with fostering a culture of risk awareness throughout the Center and helping the 
BoT formulate policies and procedures related to risk management. The Panel commends the BoT 
and management for taking measures to manage the Center’s affairs on the basis of clear, 
explicitly articulated assessments of risks and opportunities. However, the Panel notes that 
deliberations to date have been confined largely to management and staff, with only limited 
                                                     
34 There were also other sources of frustration; e.g., a timetable that the Chair considered unrealistic was promised 
for the Staff Classification Process. It also emerged that the proposed new PPM had not been reviewed with staff, 
raising the question of whether it was ready for OC presentation. Under those circumstances, it was impossible to 
do full justice to the material and its importance, although the OC diligently went through the draft of the new 
manual as well as circumstances allowed. 
35 At the 20006 Board meeting, the Committee concluded an intensive two-year effort which culminated, among 
other things, in an audit of ICRAF Resource Mobilization processes by ICRAF's Internal Auditor and CGIAR’s 
Internal Audit Unit. That audit, just submitted, provided a framework for creating processes and services to help 
ICRAF reshape its Resource Mobilization efforts along more strategic lines, under the Office of Strategic 
Initiatives. 
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discussion at the Audit Committee. Risk management is central to the Center’s well-being and 
the BoT has the ultimate responsibility on this matter,  
 
The Panel recommends that major risk factors be discussed thoroughly at the BoT level and that 
risk management become a standing agenda item for each session of the full BoT.  
 
5.1.5 Management and Internal Audit 
Internal Audit is a free-standing unit, with a dual reporting relationship to the DG and to the 
BoT. The incumbent Internal Auditor, who works with one professional audit assistant, was 
formerly with ICRAF’s external auditors (ICRAF has since changed auditing firms). The Internal 
Auditor (IA) has undertaken a large number and wide range of audits, including non-financial 
ones. In doing so, she and her assistant have collaborated with the CGIAR Internal Audit Unit, a 
Systemwide unit that provides a combination of oversight and support to the internal auditing 
function in individual Centers. The most recent non-financial audit addressed ICRAF’s resource-
mobilization processes, a report on which was presented at the last meeting of the BoT, recently 
concluded. The IA has also participated in ICRAF’s risk-management analysis and mitigation 
plan. A summary of this was also presented at the recent Board meeting. The Panel suggests that 
Internal Audit should have a direct reporting relationship to the BoT and a “dotted-line” relationship to the 
DG. 
 
The IA normally has a closed meeting with the BoT at its annual meeting. As described in 5.1.5 
(Audit Committee) time problems led to the elimination of that session this year, although 
compensating measures were taken by the AC Chair.  
 
Several areas of concern came to the Panel’s attention based on review and discussion of IA files 
and reports, and from the IA’s input to ICRAF’s Risk Management Profile:  
1. Decentralization has led to cases of improper behavior, including at least one very recent case 
involving the head of a country office. The IA has been diligent in identifying these and 
clarifying the misconduct; some have apparently been common knowledge among ICRAF 
staff.  
2. The IA has brought these cases to the attention of ICRAF management, but action has in 
several cases seemed dilatory, incomplete, or lacking. This is dangerous both on its merits 
and because of the message it sends to other staff, as well as the institutional risk it poses (see 
below).  
3. The Panel has found no evidence of systematic measures to regularly prevent and catch this 
type of malfeasance.  
4. ICRAF’s risk-management profile was prepared by a cross-section of ICRAF staff, with the IA 
participating as a member of the Risk Management Committee. In the Panel’s judgment, the 
profile in its current form (it is an evolving document, and will be steadily reviewed and 
refined) seriously distorts the actual risks. The type of risk represented by cases of 
malfeasance appears well down in the analytical framework (in the “moderate” category), 
below a series of relatively diffuse science-related risks. In the Panel’s judgment, both the 
financial and reputational risk to ICRAF of financial malfeasance ranks much higher in both 
likelihood and impact than most of the factors ranked above it in ICRAF’s risk-mitigation 
plan.  
 
The Panel commends ICRAF management for having retained and supported the services of 
a highly professional, energetic and diligent IA who has applied auditing expertise 
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imaginatively to an exceptionally wide range of risk areas. The Panel further commends the 
Internal Auditor, her assistant, and the CGIAR Internal Audit Unit with whom they have 
teamed for applying their skills so constructively to the Center’s operations. 
 
5.1.6 Management’s responsibilities to the Board to support governance 
Although management bears several responsibilities related to governance, the most critical is 
information. While ultimate responsibility for obtaining the information it needs rests with the 
board, it relies heavily on management to satisfy its requirements. Management must provide 
information that is appropriate, accurate, complete, and intelligible (both internally and in its 
organized presentation). The information must be timely in both coverage and delivery: unless 
the board receives the information it needs sufficiently in advance of its deliberations, it cannot 
sort, analyze, and collaboratively assess; it therefore cannot discharge its responsibilities.  
 
In light of information’s criticality for governance, members of the Panel, in observing meetings 
of committees and the full BoT, attempted to assess the information delivered to the Board in 
terms of timeliness; intelligibility, both internal and in its physical/logical presentation; and 
appropriateness in terms of pertinence to Board needs, evidence of careful vetting, and other 
essential values. On all these factors, ICRAF’s performance disappointed. This was particularly 
true regarding timeliness of delivery: critical, sensitive material was in several cases provided too 
late for the Board to be able to deal with it properly. At the same time, the materials’ physical 
organization also left much to be desired, compounding the impact of tardy delivery. While the 
quality of individual items varied considerably, several seemed to be ill-considered or 
insufficiently reviewed.  
 
The general impression these deficiencies made was that much material must have been hastily 
assembled, far too close to the meeting dates for materials to have been properly organized and 
distributed, and probably too close for proper review. Some items seemed too rough to put 
before the Board. The cumulative result unavoidably compromised the Board’s ability to do its 
job. Something is clearly amiss in the policies, mechanisms, and processes that make up ICRAF’s 
secretariat function.  
 
The Panel recommends a review by the CGIAR internal audit unit of ICRAF management’s BoT 
secretariat policies and management’s procedures including, but not limited to, the production 
and dissemination of documents for all board meetings, to provide a foundation for the most 
expeditious improvement program. 
 
A noticeable result of the information deficiencies was that discussions were not as sharply 
focused as Panel members have observed elsewhere. This is not a reflection on the abilities or 
conscientiousness of the Board members, but an inevitable consequence of the way the meeting 
unfolded.  
 
Having remarked on ICRAF’s weaknesses in satisfying the Board’s information needs, the Board 
itself warrants comment. Ultimately, it is the Board’s responsibility to extract from management 
the information it requires, and in the appropriate form. Management did not fully meet its 
obligations. Although BoT members voiced some criticism of this—rather mildly, in the 
observers’ view—the appropriate kind of emphatic, unequivocal message was apparently not 
given (at least not at the time, in the observers’ presence). The Panel observers noted that this 
issue evidently arose in the Board’s self-assessment, mentioned in the oral presentation of key 
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messages. In light of what the Panel has learned, this issue has more urgency than would seem to 
have been grasped or acted on.  
 
A second point on which the Panel believes the Board should reflect is the amount of time it 
made available to the meeting. While use of its time was inefficient partly because of to 
circumstances beyond the Board’s direct control, Panel members have observed well-organized 
boards that expended more concentrated time on their meetings.  
 
The day before the 2006 meeting was supposed to have been a reading day, but was in fact 
largely given over to meetings of the ExCo and the Ad-hoc Resource Mobilization Committee. 
The first full day of the nominally five-day meeting was devoted to a Board retreat: undoubtedly 
useful, but not directly focused on ICRAF business. The second day was abbreviated and 
problematic because of logistical constraints, and the annual meeting effectively ended by mid-
afternoon on the fifth day, leaving 2.5 days for actual full-Board business. In contrast, another 
Board recently observed held five full days of meetings, evening sessions of committees, and met 
as a whole until after midnight on its last evening because it still had important business to 
transact. This was not an inefficient or loosely run group; quite the contrary. The Panel suggests 
that the Board should find ways of forcefully and effectively impressing on ICRAF management its need for 
appropriate, timely information, giving highly explicit guidance on specific information required, the 
formats in which it should be organized, and appropriate timeframes for coverage and delivery. The Panel 
further suggests that the Board should consider revising its meeting schedule and/or format to ensure 
sufficient time for in-depth coverage of important topics. 
 
Although many important items disseminated to the BoT were late, with tardiness aggravated by 
the lack of clear organization and analytical apparatus, one point regarding ICRAF’s BoT meeting 
worked extremely well and deserves special mention. The rapporteurs did an outstanding job of 
capturing and quickly delivering draft minutes of all sessions, generally by early morning of the 
next day. Their speed, accuracy, and consistency were exemplary. The Panel commends the team 
of rapporteurs and the Secretary to the Board for this level of service. ICRAF’s delivery of 
topflight service in this area gives confidence that, with the right processes, controls, and 
discipline, it could provide eminently effective support to its Board. Doing so will greatly 
enhance the quality of oversight, decisions, and guidance the BoT can provide. 
 
5.2 Senior leadership and decision making  
The Director General is supported by the Senior Leadership Team (SLT), currently composed of 
the DDG-Programs, the DSI, and the DCS. The SLT meets frequently but not regularly (the 
distinction is important, as will be shown), makes policy decisions, is charged with setting 
strategies and business plans, and deals with an extensive range and number of issues as they 
arise. However, neither interviews nor review of over a year’s SLT minutes36 produced evidence 
that the SLT systematically monitors organizational performance in the way one would expect in 
an organization of ICRAF’s size, character, and complexity.  
 
In the view of the Panel, the current DG is dedicated, enthusiastic and hardworking. His 
commitment to the discipline and roles of agroforestry and his unflagging promotion of them to 
donors, scientists and public media are outstanding. However, the DG has a hands-on style of 
                                                     
36 Which, after excision of sensitive material, are commendably made available to ICRAF staff via the Intranet. 
The Panel reviewed the confidential versions of the SLT minutes. 
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management that has contributed to some confusion and blurring of responsibilities in the SLT 
and other levels of management. The level of delegation to Directors and mid-level managers is 
limited and inconsistent. Repeated redirection of staff at short notice, bypassing established 
reporting channels, to activities outside their normal duties has led to a loss of efficiency and a 
downturn in staff morale, while undermining the authority of other managers. There is a dearth 
of needed, effective management processes, and SLT meetings tend to be reactive. The DG needs 
to concentrate a major part of his time on strategic issues and high-level partner alliances, leaving 
day-to-day departmental responsibilities to other managers.  
 
The Panel did not have time for a thorough analysis of appropriate metrics for ICRAF’s 
performance. However, based on its understanding of similar organizations and the review 
conducted, one could reasonably expect the senior management team (i.e. the SLT, expanded at 
times by participation of other managers and senior staff) to address something like the 
managerial agenda shown in Annex 14 on a regularly scheduled, periodic basis (frequency of 
reviewing specific topics would vary). Doing so would provide a comprehensive review of key 
indicators of institutional effectiveness and problems, providing timely warning on areas that 
need managerial attention and intervention.). Each of the topics listed in Annex 14 requires 
systematic data-gathering, monitoring, and analytic activities (i.e. MIS); without them, ICRAF 
management cannot really assess the health of the enterprise. None of the necessary processes 
was discovered in ICRAF. Unquestionably, some of these topics have been addressed on a one-
time basis, but the expected managerial framework and apparatus to deal with them routinely 
were not found. 
 
At the mid-management level, the SLT is supported by Theme Leaders (TL) and Regional 
Coordinators who craft the annual program of work and budget. There appears to the Panel to be 
a serious disconnect between the SLT, the Theme Leaders and the Regional Coordinators. The 
EPMR Panel observed that the Regional Coordinators carry a heavy responsibility for operational 
decision making in addition to managing science quality at the Regional level and contributing to 
ICRAF’s strategic planning. The Panel notes that the role of the TLs was reviewed in 2005, with a 
number of problems identified; as a result of that analysis, the number of administrative tasks 
was substantially reduced. What was not done, however, was a formal assessment of the TL 
role’s effectiveness. Since the TL positions were established on a pilot basis, this omission seems 
telling. 
 
In an environment where the Center’s business is organized in a weak matrix structure (in the 
sense that it strongly favors one matrix dimension and is conducted through decentralized 
regional offices), centralization of decision making at the level of the DG is suboptimal. Means of 
delegation with appropriate coordination and controls must be found. Greater attention is 
needed for lateral processes and incentives to help offset the overriding pressure generated by 
the funding situation, which strongly encourages opportunity-driven localism. 
It would be facile for the Panel to prescribe a managerial checklist to ICRAF, with strict 
instructions to follow it. However, that would ignore the need to develop an informed, effective 
managerial culture and capacity. It is far more important that ICRAF’s management team 
understand, internalize, develop, and follow its own ways of systematically monitoring and 
managing organizational health.  
 
The Panel therefore recommends that ICRAF engages the services of a qualified and experienced 
management consultant to work with the three most senior levels of management to clarify and 
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regularize their respective roles and responsibilities and to establish appropriate managerial 
processes and decision making rules.  
 
The Panel suggests that ICRAF should design a comprehensive table of delegation of authorities and 
accountability, spelling out the responsibilities and accountability mechanisms of each manager and 
supervisor. 
 
The Panel suggests that a Senior Research Management Team be established comprising the DG, DDG, 
DCS  and the four Theme Leaders, possibly with representation of Regional Coordinators. 
 
5.3 Financial Services and Management  
5.3.1 Policies, Procedures and Systems  
ICRAF’s Financial Services Unit (FSU), led by its Chief Financial Officer, provides the full range 
of customary financial services to the Board, management and staff. The unit is charged with 
keeping proper books of accounts and providing regular financial reports. It coordinates the 
formulation of the annual program of work and budget and assists in putting together the 
Medium Term Plan. It manages the treasury function in line with the BoT approved investment 
policy. It provides financial policy advice and efficiency improvement measures to the SLT. The 
FSU has played a key role in monitoring the financial performance of the Center and contributed 
usefully to the current healthy state of ICRAF’s financial condition. 
 
ICRAF uses Sun Systems v4.26 from Systems Union to keep its accounting records (ledger 
accounting, fixed assets, procurement and inventory) to produce timely, useful and relevant 
information. This system is complemented by a Web-based internally developed financial 
reporting interface that allows users to access near real-time information.  
 
The Panel commends ICRAF’s management for engaging an external consultant to review the 
financial management of the Center and notes the important recommendations contained in the 
report—many of which dealt with decentralization (see 5.1.5 above and 5.4.5, below)--and the 
positive reception they received from ICRAF. The Panel believes that implementing these 
recommendations will strengthen the financial administration and internal control environment 
of the Center. The Panel suggests that ICRAF should report to the Audit Committee regularly on 
progress towards implementation of the consultants’ recommendations on financial management. 
 
5.3.2 Revenue structure 
General—ICRAF as Part of the CGIAR System. ICRAF, like all the CGIAR centers, conducts 
mid- to long-term research with short-term funding. The shift to increased restricted funding 
was intended to encourage centers to focus on specific priorities, regions and countries that 
investors considered important, as well as to increase the productivity of research outputs and 
outcomes and monitor more closely the use of scarce resources. However, the perverse 
unintended consequence of the shift to restricted funding has been that scientists must now 
spend significant amounts of their time fund raising, writing proposals, negotiating with 
partners, and reporting to donors. This has substantially increased the transaction costs of 
projects and reduced the time scientists—especially senior ones—have to conduct research.  
 
Aggravating this development is the fact that few donors are willing to pay for even modest 
associated overhead costs and direct scientific labor required to manage and support projects, 
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insisting that such expenditure should be covered by the Center’s core resources—which were 
intended to support cutting-edge research, not management and administration of the ongoing 
program. That means, in turn, that unrestricted funds intended to establish and maintain a 
center’s scientific edge—essentially, building the platform for delivering on project-specific 
grants—must be applied to offset the unpaid overheads, thereby eroding the center’s core 
expertise.  
 
Specific—ICRAF’s Revenue. ICRAF’s funding in 2005 is estimated at US$32.4 M, compared to 
US$20.4 M in 1998. This is an impressive 58.7% growth in nominal terms and some 41.4% in 
constant US dollar terms adjusted by US GDP deflator. The ratio between unrestricted and 
restricted funding was 36:64 in 1998. This has declined further, to 30:70 in 2004, compared to the 
CGIAR average of 44:56. While ICRAF has registered total revenue growth, the increase in 
unrestricted funding has not kept pace with restricted funding in either nominal or constant-
dollar terms. ICRAF has one of the lowest unrestricted funding percentages in the CGIAR system 
and is one of the top four Centers in mobilizing restricted funding.  
 
The implications of this unbalanced funding structure are many. The Panel deals elsewhere with 
ICRAF’s project portfolio, the balance between research and development projects and the effect 
that funding availability may have had on its composition. Only financial-administration 
implications will be addressed here. Small projects account for a large proportion of the 
administration burden.  
Table 5 ICRAF budget forecast, 2005 
 
Estimate  2005(Rolling Budget)
Restricted Core Total
US$ US$ US$
Research and development
Regions 15,790,825 3,795,901 19,586,726
System-wide Programmes 2,438,662 140,040 2,578,703
Themes 1,030,604 985,720 2,016,324
Global Support Units 1,521,968 1,418,295 2,940,263
Senior Leadership and essential services
Board of trustees 0 226,721 226,721
Office of the Director General 0 633,167 633,167
Deputy Director General for Programmes 0 421,261 421,261
Director of Strategic Initiatives 34,100 573,243 607,343
Director of Corporate Services 0 440,214 440,214
Human Resources unit 0 266,748 266,748
Financial Services Unit 10,489 687,544 698,033
Information Technology Unit 0 317,188 317,188
Operations Unit 0 409,995 409,995
Subtotal 44,589 3,976,080 4,020,669
Buffer funds and depreciation 0 1,558,091 1,558,091
ICRAF Total 20,826,649 11,874,127 32,700,776
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The expenditure on the SLT and Essential Services is comparable to that of other CGIAR Centers, 
but it must be noted that there is additional expenditure on plant, management and 
administration within the regions. Of a total unrestricted budget of US$11.87M, the Panel 
estimates that some US$5.5M is spent on management, administration and plant, with a further 
US$1.5M spent on buffer funds and depreciation, leaving only about US$5M of unrestricted 
funds for investment in research.  
 
As noted in Table 4, 65% of ICRAF’s financial and project administration work goes to service a 
very small proportion of the overall income. ICRAF has not been successful in fully recovering 
overhead costs from these projects. Investors continue to insist that the overhead costs of projects 
be covered from unrestricted funding, thereby aggravating the small-project problem. Despite 
increased (and partly successful) efforts to recover overheads and notwithstanding the CGIAR’s 
agreed policy on indirect cost (recovery Financial Series 5, Indirect Cost Allocation 2001), ICRAF 
recovered only US$1.4M in 1999 in overhead out of a total project restricted funding of 13.4M. In 
2004, the amount of overhead costs recovered was US$2.7 M out of a total project restricted 
funding of US$ 20.9M. The actual recovery rate therefore was 10% in 1999 with significant, but 
still limited, improvement to 12.9% in 2004. This recovery rate should be compared to the audited 
and published overhead rate of 22% in 2004. The low level of overhead recovery is compounded 
by the fact that ICRAF has also one of the lowest rates of unrestricted revenue to pay for its 
research management and key infrastructure. The Panel believes that this is not a sustainable 
funding structure for the mid- to long term. Continuing business as usual is not a viable option. 
 
This Panel, as in the 2nd EPMR report, shares the concerns of the BoT, management and staff 
about the low level of overhead recovery and urges donors to make appropriate overhead 
provisions in accordance with the CGIAR guidelines when they fund specific projects. However, 
overhead recovery will not suffice and it is, therefore, appropriate to remind the donor 
community of the importance of shifting the funding structure in favor of unrestricted funding 
aligned with the CGIAR priorities. 
 
5.3.3 Financial health indicators 
The Panel is pleased to note prudent financial management practices at the Center in a time of 
increasingly difficult and uncertain funding environment. The BoT, through the ExCo and its 
Audit Committee, provides policy guidelines and regularly reviews the Center’s financial 
positions and conditions. The internal and external auditors provide independent and timely 
feedback and assurances on the functioning of risk management polices and internal control 
systems. The SLT is regularly provided with updates on financial performance and takes 
appropriate measures to correct expected and/or real deviations from the budget. The SLT sets 
aside a limited sum as a buffer fund to smooth the uncertainties related to the funding of its 
annual program of work and budget. 
 
ICRAF’s operating surplus and deficit over the last four years ranged from a deficit of US$684K 
in 2001 to a surplus of US$1.8M in 2004. While the deficit and/or surplus in an individual year is 
mainly due to a yearly mismatch of revenue and expenditure, the time lag between revenue in 
one year and expenditure in another has also contributed to the uneven financial performance; 
i.e. unbalanced revenue and year-over-year expenditure. In spite of these uneven yearly 
budgetary performances, the unrestricted net financial assets of the Center have increased from 
US$5.2M in 2000 to US$6.9M in 2004. The number of days of operating expenses, excluding 
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depreciation, in unrestricted net assets improved from a very low level of 39 days in 1999 to an 
acceptable level of 92 days at the end of 2004. The CGIAR recommends a 75-90 day range as an 
indicator of financial stability. 
 
ICRAF’s liquidity ratio (working capital) has risen from 30 days of expenditure in 2000 to 152 
days of expenditure (a current ratio of 1.8:1) at the end of 2004. This is a commendable indicator 
of prudent financial management. ICRAF’s capital expenditure in 2004 was US$1.2M (97% of its 
depreciation) compared with US$0.4M (40% of annual depreciation) in 2000. It appears that 
ICRAF was deferring investments in fixed assets during the years 2000 to 2003 where the rate of 
capital investment was significantly lower than annual depreciation. It is important that 
management has due regard for the need for long-term investment in capital assets and not 
sacrifice the Center’s long-term needs to meet short-term resource requirements. The Panel 
suggests that ICRAF management should develop a long-term capital expenditure plan. 
 
5.3.4 Financial management and decentralization 
In order to implement ICRAF’s regionalization strategy, a number of positions have been lost at 
FSU in Nairobi on the assumption that the regions would be strengthened with (generally less 
expensive) administrative/finance staff using the resultant savings. HQ FSU’s staff strength has 
thus dropped from 21 in 1998 (including 3 internationally recruited staff) to 13 positions in 2004 
(with only one internationally recruited staff). While the reduction of the FSU staff complement 
at HQ released unrestricted funding, the strengthening of finance and administrative staff at 
regional offices has not gone as well as expected, and rests in part, in the Panel’s judgment, on a 
flawed understanding of the prerequisites and implications of decentralizing financial 
management processes. According to many of FSU’s clients, the service is not at a desired level. 
FSU staff is stretched to the limit dealing with matters that could ideally be handled by regional 
finance and administration staff, if all the requisite conditions were met (see below). Meanwhile, 
reported fraud cases are increasing.  
 
The Panel suggests that ICRAF should ensure: (1) full understanding, buy-in, and commitment by 
Regional Coordinators and Country Leaders to the responsibilities of decentralized financial management 
(and HR functions); (2) careful, expert recruitment and selection of a sufficient number of fully qualified 
administrative and financial staff in regional offices; (3) proper training in ICRAF policies, procedures and 
systems, (4) regular review visits to the field offices by FSU; and (5) support by robust, reliable systems, 
including near-real-time data transfer and monitoring. 
 
5.4 Human resources 
The HR function has apparently been seriously disfunctional for some years. This being so, it is 
highly unrealistic and unfair to expect the DCS to repair such an essential service while 
simultaneously managing the entire CS Department. Aggravating what was apparently already a 
very troubled function, ICRAF has been embarking for several years now on a series of HR-
related change activities that would be individually daunting for any organization, but which 
taken together seem almost impossible to execute well, even under more favorable 
circumstances. To simultaneously (a) reclassify all of the institution’s jobs, (b) regrade them, (c) 
develop a new salary structure, and (d) produce a new Personnel Policy Manual—in other 
words, to effect a total overhaul of the HR system in a decentralized, diverse organization—is 
something no member of the Panel has seen attempted. To make things still more difficult, these 
changes, which span the full gamut of critical HR functions, are being carried out in a way that 
relies heavily on staff lacking the professional expertise in these areas. The odds weigh heavily 
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against a smooth, happy outcome. The Panel suggests that ICRAF should move towards limited term 
employment contracts for all staff. 
 
However, because these initiatives have been in progress for so long, with results promised to 
staff but not delivered, what would otherwise be the prudent thing (restructuring and 
resequencing them, modifying the approach to make greater use of specialists with relevant 
skills) does not appear to be an option. There seems to be no easy solution. The situation 
strengthens the argument that a fully qualified, experienced professional HR manager is critically 
needed, preferably someone with substantial experience in international organizations.  
 
It will be impossible to improve the situation without this kind of expertise. The new manager 
must have the authority and scope to make whatever changes s/he deems necessary. 
 
As noted in Section 3.3.2 ICRAF urgently needs a fully qualified and thoroughly experienced 
professional Human Resources manager whose training and experience cover the entire 
spectrum of HR services, including not only staff management and staff development but also 
compensation and benefits.  
 
5.5 Infrastructure 
5.5.1 IT Systems infrastructure and management 
As mentioned in Chapter 3, ICRAF now partners with its sister CGIAR center, ILRI, in IT service 
provision through shared appointment of an IT Unit Head, and with plans in place to fully merge 
their IT operations. This has provided added leverage to procuring IT services and equipment 
more efficiently and effectively (ICRAF has benefited greatly from pooling some of its 
acquisitions with ILRI, which batches its IT purchases), as well as setting common policies and 
standards. 
 
The IT unit has steadily improved ICRAF’s IT infrastructure at HQ over the years since 
assumption of responsibility by the jointly appointed Unit Head. Internet connection, shared 
with ILRI, has improved markedly in speed and reliability. The increased bandwidth has led to 
notable improvement in communications and electronic search capabilities for the research 
facilities in Nairobi. The improved IT infrastructure has enabled ICRAF to automate a number of 
processes in finance, human resources, and grant administration.  Thanks to an audit of Risks 
and Controls in ICRAF Computer Operations, the IT unit has also improved its security measures 
to minimize data loss, unauthorized access and business disruption through firewall, automated 
security updates, anti-virus updates and off-site backup storage.  
 
The IT unit recovers most of its costs through recharges to users (capitation arrangements to fund 
non-developmental IT services have become the norm for most institutions). The IT unit 
participates actively in CGIAR-wide initiatives in information technology/knowledge 
management. IT has become a professionally managed unit with some exceptionally qualified 
and service-oriented staff.  However, connectivity of regional offices (particularly those in West 
Africa) remains a challenge for the IT unit and ICRAF as a whole, and the Panel suggests that 
both the BoT and management give priority to this issue in the near term (recognizing that the 
challenge is a mix of technology and cost). The Panel noted that the ICRAF/ILRI IT Unit is 
developing policies for acquisition, use and disposal of IT equipment, and includes the formation 
of an ICT Steering Group.  
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5.6 Operations and facilities management  
ICRAF has an excellent campus in the west of Nairobi adjacent to the United Nations complex. It 
has very good and well maintained offices, conference, and research and support facilities. It 
continues to upgrade the campus to make sure its security meets accepted international 
standards. ICRAF currently hosts eight partner organizations on its campus; its 
telecommunications and IT infrastructure help make it an attractive venue both as a base of 
operations for such organizations and as a center for conferences, workshops, and special events. 
Consistent with widespread trends, ICRAF has outsourced a number of support services, 
including its transport fleet, messenger services, document production and photocopying, 
ground maintenance, cleaning services and security. The Panel commends ICRAF for its excellent 
work to date on heath, safety and security matters, including its HIV-AIDS support program, and 
encourages management to continue its focus on health, safety and security matters. 
 
The Panel noted that the Operations Manager position is occupied by a temporary employee, a 
situation which is not satisfactory and should be rectified. Most organizations prohibit non-
regular staff from both managing either their people or their other resources, for obvious reasons. 
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6 ICRAF’S STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS AND PERFORMANCE 
 
“Our aim is to present a view of the forest, not an inventory of all the trees”. This statement 
was from the report of ICRAF on its own view of the Center’s achievements since the last 
EPMR but it may also be applied to this EPMR report. Agroforestry involves a large number 
of interacting topics and ICRAF is such a highly complex organism in scientific, geographic, 
political and administrative terms such that it is not possible to review them all in the same 
detail. The sampling effect may therefore give a patchy impression and the “average rating” 
of a particular performance feature obscures considerable variation. In the view of the Panel, 
ICRAF has conducted and indeed continues to conduct some good, cooperative and effective 
research, development support and educational activities and provides a number of valuable 
international public goods. However, it appears to have changed its emphasis significantly 
away from strategic scientific research, through its declared applied research for 
development, towards and beyond institutional strengthening activities, reaching a stage 
where some of its activities replace or compete with those of national organizations. The 
Panel heard many times that extension work was virtually enforced on ICRAF because of the 
absence or weakness of national extension services.  
 
6.1 ICRAF’s goals and strategies 
ICRAF’s strategic goals and strategic planning are summarized in the “Trees of Change” 
document, and detailed in the Strategic Planning Framework (SPF). The strategic goals reflect 
“Where do we want to go” and the strategic plan “How do we get there”. ICRAF’s vision is “an 
Agroforestry Transformation in the developing world, resulting in a massive increase in the use of working 
trees on working landscapes by smallholder rural households that helps ensure security of food, nutrition, 
income, health, shelter and energy and a regenerated environment”. 
 
Much of the work of ICRAF has contributed to this vision and it has much still to offer. Early 
evidence of the uptake of new technology systems indicates that different, appropriate 
technologies have been developed and are being used in different Regions. There is insufficient 
evidence to date on sustained improvement in yields or income and thus on maintained uptake. 
However, the approach to integrated natural resource management at the watershed scale with 
agroforestry systems incorporating domesticated multipurpose trees is innovative and does 
promise a major transformation.   
 
ICRAF’s Mission is “to advance the science and practice of agroforestry to help realize this agroforestry 
transformation”. Here we encounter one of the major issues facing ICRAF today. The Center has 
indeed advanced science capability among its partners by research, training, teaching and 
cooperation, often offering extension support to the ultimate beneficiary, the farmer. The majority 
of the research has been adaptive and focused on agroforestry systems management. With a few 
important exceptions, strategic research by Center scientists has been limited; this is perhaps 
partly due to the lack of adequate research prioritization processes but it is also due to the 
additional pressures on scientists, the lack of critical mass in scientific topics or groups, and the 
task of fitting activities to MDGs and other priorities. 
 
ICRAF’s four strategic goals are listed in “Trees of Change”: (1) To enhance smallholder access to 
high quality tree germplasm and expanded market opportunities for smallholder tree products; 
(2) To advance the understanding of the role of trees in sound and more productive land and 
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farm management and more integrated farming systems – based on appropriate tree enterprise 
portfolios for key agro-ecological domains; (3) To increase land access and recognition and 
rewards to smallholders for providing local, national and global environmental services through 
appropriate agroforestry strategies; and (4) To improve capacities for effective research 
development and education in agroforestry for a wide range of individuals and institutions. 
 
These goals map one-to-one to ICRAF’s four global themes: Trees and Markets, Land and People, 
Environmental Services and Strengthening Institutions. The promotion of agroforestry as a major 
component of integrated natural resources management and the landscape/watershed approach 
to it have been excellent; so is the thematic hierarchy of trees and markets (essentially the farm 
and family scale), land and people (the local environment) and environmental services (the 
landscape scale). ICRAF’s fourth strategic goal, to support capacity building in agroforestry 
research, education and training in developing countries, is also endorsed by the Panel.  
 
The “Trees of Change” document and the SPF describe the global trends in agriculture, poverty 
and environment that have led to the recent revision of CGIAR priorities and the formulation of 
the UN MDGs. These developments, and ICRAF’s history and position in the CGIAR and the 
international R&D setting, have influenced the formulation of ICRAF’s strategic goals and global 
themes. Cross-thematic issues, which have also been identified, include the potential of 
agroforestry to impact on the lives of women, and on health (particularly HIV/AIDS and malaria) 
and nutrition. The Panel endorses ICRAF’s strategic goals and notes that they align well with the 
MDGs and the CGIAR Priorities. 
 
In summary, ICRAF views its areas of collaborative advantage as follows: (1) Global leader in 
championing agroforestry; (2) Unique role in bridging agriculture and forestry; (3) Global role in 
convening agroforestry research, development and education; (4) Influencing role on the 
agroforestry R&D agenda in the developing world; (5) Repository of key agroforestry germplasm 
and associated information; (6) Disciplinary competencies across the spectrum of agroforestry; (7) 
Infrastructure and presence on the ground in poverty hotspots; (8) Role as global information 
Center on agroforestry; (9) Growing recognition of ICRAF’s role in projecting agroforestry to 
address the MDGs. 
 
The Center describes itself as a unique bridge between agriculture and forestry with unique 
multidisciplinary competence, an influence on global research and development, and also a 
global repository for germplasm resources and information on all aspects of agroforestry. 
Perhaps ten years ago these claims were valid but in many of these respects ICRAF has lost its 
uniqueness and comparative advantage over a wide range of other institutions in developing and 
developed countries. However, as a CGIAR institution, its role in international debates and 
processes is still pre-eminent. 
 
Concerning geographic focus, there is a historical legacy of work in ICRAF’s four African Regions 
dating back to choices made in the 1980s. ICRAF has more recently used information on rural 
poverty (both density and proportion of extremely poor people) from the UN Hunger Taskforce, 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment and elsewhere to map poverty “hotspots” to geographic 
regions and farming systems. This helps ICRAF to make choices about the regions and countries 
where it establishes and maintains an on-ground presence and long-term programs. Most 
poverty hotspots in Africa have high agricultural production potential, suggesting that 
agroforestry practices and innovations could have large impacts on agricultural production, and 
hence on livelihoods. The Panel supports the logic of this approach to prioritizing regions where 
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ICRAF’s activities could have the greatest impact. ICRAF should continue to work where poverty 
and environmental problems are greatest and where the potential for agroforestry research to 
make a difference is great.   
 
ICRAF and CIFOR have drawn attention to world biodiversity “hotspots” with a high incidence 
of poverty in surrounding agricultural zones, raising the prospect that integrated natural 
resource management, including agroforestry technologies, can assist in protecting biodiversity 
and strengthening rural livelihood options. International donor organizations focused on 
biodiversity conservation are interested in supporting such work.  
 
At the global level, ICRAF and its developing-country partners provide inputs to international 
fora and conventions such as the UN Forum for Forests and UN Conventions on Climate Change, 
Biological Diversity and Combating Desertification. At a national level, ICRAF also endeavors to 
put agroforestry on the agenda of country Poverty Reduction Strategy papers, and reviews of 
policies and laws relating to agriculture and the environment. The Panel supports ICRAF’s effort 
devoted to strengthening awareness of agroforestry in global and national fora, and reviewing 
policy and regulations at global, national, regional and local levels to achieve changes that will 
improve the beneficial impacts of agroforestry.  
 
ICRAF’s expansion of its geographic coverage has spread its resources of staff and money too 
thinly; staff is overworked, there is insufficient depth in most topics, and linkages between 
Headquarters and Regions are tenuous. ICRAF’s plans to intensify work in the subhumid to 
humid savannahs of West Africa would not be sustainable unless the funding sources provide 
sufficient overhead recovery to avoid further dilution of its unrestricted funding. Similarly the 
Center has become enmeshed in too many activities (such as the Millennium Villages Project) 
that detract from its research focus and add to the administrative work and expenditure of core 
funds.  
 
ICRAF refers to its role in Education rather than Application in the usual continuum but claims it 
has achieved the right balance between long-term strategic research and providing development 
support for scaling-up new innovations. In the opinion of the Panel and of many relevant 
individuals within and outside ICRAF the Center has lost much of its earlier reputation as a 
research institution since the last EPMR, but gained a strong reputation as an effective player in 
development. The Panel believes that ICRAF is now excessively active in widening its scope of 
development activities and geographic spread with a concomitant decline in its ability to 
undertake strategic science and produce IPGs. It is true that donor preferences have moved to 
short-term development-led projects but ICRAF has commonly been too closely involved in the 
delivery pathway itself rather than research on development.  
 
ICRAF presents a Business Plan in its Strategic Planning Framework document. It considered 
three scenarios in its planning exercise: (1) a mission-enhanced future, with a moderate increase 
in real funding levels to ICRAF, (2) a mission-challenged future, in which declining core funding 
challenges the scientific integrity of the Center, and (3) an unstable future, in which major 
changes in CGIAR might lead to mergers with other Centers. It considered the first of these three 
scenarios most likely, and has based its business plan on a gradual but significant increase in 
both core and restricted funding over the period 2005-2015.  
 
Areas where ICRAF plans to increase activities over the period 2005-2015 include: (1) Tree 
genetics; (2) Seed and seedling supply systems; (3) Tree product marketing and enterprise 
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development; (4) Human health linkages with agroforestry; (5) The science of scaling up; (6) 
Identifying appropriate tree enterprise portfolios to impact in hunger hotspots; (7) Capacity in 
smallholder timber production systems; (8) Use and conservation of biodiversity in working 
landscapes; (9) Adaptation of agricultural systems to climate change through agroforestry; (10) 
Reward mechanisms for the poor in providing environmental services; (11) Providing support to 
development systems and institutions, particularly farmer associations and development-
oriented organizations. 
 
The business plan formulates annual income projections, staff and operating requirements and 
workforce planning to address the priority activity areas with the anticipated resources at its 
disposal. The Plan does not provide specific justification for strengthening these areas. 
 
On Page 49 of the SPF document ICRAF raises an important issue “The argument can be made 
that the constraints in impact pathways leading to agroforestry adoption is not the absence of 
new biophysical or social science. Rather, the development agents are more likely to point to 
constraints other than research. Many CBOs and NGOs need good information rather than new 
information. If this is factual then ICRAF should concentrate on disseminating information and 
technologies that already exist rather than developing new research agendas”. It is the Panel’s 
view that ICRAF’s current strategy is weighted too heavily towards the former alternative, of 
disseminating information and technologies that already exist, and conducting adaptive research 
for transferring existing technologies to new regions. The Panel believes that in its strategic 
planning ICRAF should be striving to husband financial and human resources to re-establish the 
“creative space” in which it can lead the development of fundamentally new technologies, 
approaches and policies that will provide new options for the rural poor.  
 
The Panel considered that it would be useful for ICRAF to evaluate additional global scenarios, 
and how it might adjust its thematic emphasis and position on the RDA continuum if one of 
these scenarios were to eventuate: (1) ongoing very high oil prices and developing physical 
shortages (increasing transport costs, dampening global economic growth and commercial 
demand for most AFTPs, but stimulating demand for biofuels); (2) rapid and serious climate 
change, leading to climatic stress on farming systems and humans, and an urgent need to switch 
rapidly to better-adapted crops and agroforestry technologies in major eco-regions. 
 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF consolidates its strategic research priorities into a long-term 
workable strategic plan that directs more effort towards a small number of relevant emerging 
research topics  
 
In summary, it is probably true that ICRAF would continue to produce useful goods and services 
if it stays the same. However, it could yield considerably greater benefits with substantial 
changes in management systems (which the Panel has addressed in Chapter 5) and alterations in 
the organizational structure. 
 
6.2 Panel assessment of ICRAF’s science quality and relevance 
The Panel has provided commentary throughout this document on the quality and relevance of 
science in the respective sections on Themes, Regions and Systemwide programs. In addition, 
this section summarizes our overall assessment since the last EPMR. 
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6.2.1 Quality of research staff, outputs and outcomes 
• IRS staff published 323 refereed publications which represent slightly over one refereed 
publication per staff member per year (for 2004 the number was 1.21 refereed publications 
per year). Most of these publications were in highly respected journals; 119 had an ISI Impact 
Factor of over 0.5 with 85 having an ISI over 1.0; in addition, a total of 216 books, 120 book 
chapters, 85 conference papers and 7 proceedings were produced. Total publications per year 
averaged 2.4 for each staff member, which is slightly below the average for CGIAR Centers. 
ICRAF has several top scientists who are highly sought and in demand in international 
conferences; its senior scientists have high creditability in their respective science disciplines. 
• 98 science awards and honours were awarded to 47 IRS staff, which is above the average for 
CGIAR Centers. 
• membership of staff on editorial boards of peer-reviewed journals numbered 27. 
• 479 degree students were supervised by 58 IRS staff members, strengthening the research 
capacity of countries and regions through post-graduate education in agroforestry.  
• Guidelines for curricula development in agroforestry have been developed; over 70 curricula 
being reviewed to incorporate Agroforestry leading to new agroforestry programs in colleges 
and universities. 
• Improved varieties, cultivars and other breeding materials of agroforestry species including 
several IFTs and the important timber species Grevillea robusta have been developed and the 
global databases on agroforestry trees, nomenclature and germplasm supplies have been 
updated. 
• Useful tools and methods for assessing capacity building needs: Prototype tools have been 
developed and applied in monitoring/evaluating capacity. 
 
6.2.2 Quality of infrastructure and facilities 
• Laboratory equipment – Soil and plant laboratory facilities are of high quality and include an 
array of necessary support for analyses, including Atomic Absorption spectrotometer, gas 
chromatographic system, a CN analyser and HPLC equipment. Laboratory services are in 
great demand by ICRAF’s regional programs and its partners. 
• IT equipment is adequate across much of ICRAF with the exception of West Africa and 
selected remote field sites– as noted in Chapter 3.  
• Essential Databases for ICRAF are available through its library system and commercial 
databases (CAB direct, Agroforestry Abstracts, and Science Direct). 
• ICRAF hosts over 12 international NGO’s and has become a Center for local and international 
meetings with a conference hall and auditorium that can each accommodate 120 people.  
 
6.2.3 Processes in place to assure quality (input to research)  
• Since the last EPMR, there have been 9 CCERs, of which four in 2005 (discussed in Chapter 1). 
• Internal planning and review meetings are often ad/hoc without a clear set of processes in 
place to ensure research quality is adequately addressed. The Panel was pleased to note that 
annual planning framework includes a separate meeting for Theme Leaders and Regional 
Coordinators. 
• Staff performance appraisal processes are neither stable nor timely.  
 
6.2.4 Strategic planning and priority setting process in the Center 
• As discussed in Section 6.1 the Center embarked on a new process of strategic planning in 
2005. The strategic plan addresses the new CGIAR system priorities and the MDGs (“Trees of 
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Change, A vision for an agroforestry transformation in the developing world, August, 2005”). 
The companion “Strategic Planning Framework Document” provides an analysis of the 
context in which ICRAF will pursue its mission. ICRAF considers this to be a process 
document that will be reviewed and updated annually.  
• The latest MTP and the corresponding MTP Project Logframes (2006-2008) for the Themes 
and Systemwide Programs were reviewed by the Panel. In addition, CGIAR Performance 
Measurement reports were reviewed. Logframes for the respective themes provide detailed 
statements of goals, objectives and corresponding descriptions of outputs with qualitative 
assessments of impacts. The MTP highlighted five major outcomes for 2004 and provided 
detailed narrative that expanded upon the logframes. The MTP indicates that ICRAF was 
consolidating into fewer and larger focal areas, which the Panel endorses. Logframes of the 
systemwide AHI program were vague and provided insufficient information to be able to 
evaluate the quality and impact of their work.  
• Ex-post impact assessments have been made of various projects; a systematic Center-wide 
process for ex-post assessments was not apparent to the Panel.  
 
6.2.5 Delivery of international public goods 
The Panel identified the following important IPGs that have emerged from ICRAF’s work since 
the previous EPMR: 
• The “packaging” of ICRAF’s biophysical research results on soil fertility enhancement with 
development approaches that have enabled the scaling-up of fertilizer trees in Southern 
Africa and fodder shrubs in ECA. 
• The development of participatory INRM methods and associated environmental modeling in 
SE Asia that have demonstrated environmental services provided by poor farmers employing 
agroforestry technologies, and methods for their reward (RUPES). 
• The successful proof-of-concept of the strategy of participatory tree domestication, 
particularly in the AHT. 
• The development of Near Infra-Red Analysis methods for rapid, low-cost assessment of soils, 
plant materials and other substances and their application, in combination with remote 
sensing, for monitoring soil quality and degradation in the Lake Victoria Basin. 
  
The Panel envisages that ICRAF will be able to deliver additional IPGs in the near term, 
including: 
• The application of NIR methods and well-designed use of before-after comparison plots to 
accurately monitor the performance of on-farm experiments evaluating agroforestry 
technologies. 
• Methods of market chain analysis applied to the identification and development of 
commercial markets for novel AFTPs. 
• Strengthened and validated social science methods to study the process of scaling-up of a 
range of agroforestry innovations, so as to improve their effectiveness and impacts. 
 
The Panel suggests that ICRAF should seek to identify additional IPGs that it will develop in the next few 
years. 
 
6.2.6 Overall assessment of ICRAF’s science quality and relevance 
ICRAF has a solid record of achievements in agroforestry research and development that 
integrates the production, environmental services and governance-policy aspects of agroforestry 
as a land use in an INRM framework. The Center has some excellent senior scientists who, for the 
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most part, must balance research and management responsibilities thus resulting in a limited 
number of high quality refereed research publications. ICRAF’s outputs have led to some 
relevant and significant impacts through the integration of new agroforestry technology, tools, 
models and policies that enhance production at the farm-field level, and that link the 
environmental services at the landscape – watershed level. However, the Panel is concerned that 
ICRAF is drifting more towards development across a vast geographic landscape at the expense 
of high quality research that is necessary for the science of agroforestry to advance. 
 
With its cadre of outstanding scientists, ICRAF’s research has a good record of accomplishments 
in moving towards systems solutions. Significant achievements include the development of tools 
and models that help quantify the role of agroforestry interventions at the level of farmer’s fields, 
watersheds, and multifunctional landscapes, and that scale up agroforestry research results to 
reach wide audiences, including those involved with governance and policy. There are excellent 
opportunities to build upon the recent research achievements in the Themes and Regions to 
develop more comprehensive systems approaches to achieve the goals of increasing food and 
resource production with improved environmental services. ICRAF’s strategic research program 
would benefit by developing a comprehensive framework that links agroforestry (and other land 
uses) at the field-farm-landscape-watershed levels and links biophysical, socio-economic and 
environmental outcomes. Such a framework would facilitate the quantification of costs, benefits, 
and environmental outcomes that are relevant to the rural poor and to the evolution of 
governance and policy. 
 
There is concern, however, that ICRAF’s research agenda is being increasingly driven by donors 
who are focused on national development agendas that tend to fragment and diffuse research. 
Furthermore, such a development focus tends to support adaptive research that applies “off the 
shelf” technologies to new conditions or locations rather than develop real innovations. At risk is 
ICRAF’s ability to develop and sustain strategic research that is necessary to advance the science 
of agroforestry. Scientists must have the opportunities and encouragement to develop genuine 
innovations rather than be constantly driven by development projects if ICRAF is to remain a 
leading global agroforestry research organization capable of delivering IPGs. Unfortunately, the 
“dilution” of research staff across an expanding base of projects, the limited core funding, and 
donor environment will constrain the Center’s ability to provide the depth of science and achieve 
its strategic research that are necessary to be in the forefront of agroforestry science.  
 
6.3 People and processes 
6.3.1 Leadership, management and administration 
ICRAF has much work to do to make its leadership, management processes, and administrative 
support equal to the demands created by the nature of its work, the conditions under which it is 
carried out, and the characteristics of its staff. The Panel urges that work in all of these areas be 
assigned the highest priority. Without well-crafted processes—both human and technological—
that support and facilitate collaboration, enable managers to plan, monitor, and assess the work, 
ICRAF will continue to be subject to the centrifugal forces that have tended to pull it apart. 
 
6.3.2 Staff 
The Panel members were impressed by the dedication and commitment of most members of 
ICRAF’s staff both in Headquarters and in the regions. Many staff with whom the Panel spoke 
had been happy to work for the institution initially. They believed that ICRAF was engaged in 
 90 
worthwhile activities but some were very unhappy about personnel management and 
management’s top-down approach to technical and administrative issues. Many were seriously 
concerned about the direction the Center was taking away from research towards application, 
especially with ICRAF’s involvement in the Millennium Villages Project and the drain on 
scientific, administrative and financial resources that this would entail. Staff in the Regions 
frequently felt isolated and ignored by Headquarters. Many were concerned at the loss of some 
senior staff, particularly good female scientists, and the failure to refill many posts, especially IRS 
positions. 
 
To execute its strategy, it is essential to have a clear, equitable system of job classification, 
grading, and compensation, coupled with a performance evaluation process that specifically 
encourages the behaviours required by the matrix structure ICRAF has adopted. The Panel 
understands that work has been in progress for some time now to overhaul all these components 
of its human-resource system, with the primary objective of ensuring that all staff be given the 
opportunity to reach their full potential. Whatever form the new system takes, it will need to be 
evaluated carefully during its first years of implementation to ensure that it actually solves the 
problems that led to its creation, without creating new ones. The Panel suggests that those working 
on the revised job classification should bring it to closure as quickly as possible, consistent with the care 
needed to avoid perverse unintended consequences.  
 
6.3.3 Identity and external reputation  
For much of its quarter century of existence ICRAF has been considered a leading institution in 
the development, formalization and recognition of agroforestry as a discipline and as a 
significant activity in the wise management of land and natural resources. However, in its 
popularization material and in its relations with other organizations, it has been tempted to 
present itself as the major if not the only significant innovator, researcher and promoter of 
agroforestry. ICRAF has been active and successful in establishing partnerships with a wide 
range of institutions from international to “grass roots” organizations yet in some countries it has 
also alienated some of them in because of its dominant approach. A common view (held also by 
many people directly associated with ICRAF) suggests that the Center has to some extent lost its 
direction and research reputation such that it is now at a point where it has to choose between 
being a development NGO (World Agroforestry Center) or a CGIAR research institution 
(ICRAF). 
 
Relations with relevant international institutions and processes, including other CGIAR Centers, 
are satisfactory and productive. The Center has promoted strongly and effectively the cause of 
agroforestry in integrated natural resource management. However, these activities place 
additional demands on staff and resources. There is always a temptation for institutions to seek 
to be the largest or widest spread in their field in terms of geography or topics in order to attract 
more funding or to gain reputation and influence. ICRAF is falling into this trap with the 
consequent loss of focus, depth and corporate identity. This is highlighted by the recent 
development of a formal relationship with the Millennium Villages Project that threatens to 
dominate ICRAF’s thinking and management resources for no major gain but considerable risk in 
reputation, science or funds – even the overhead charges in this program are extremely low 
(13%). 
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6.3.4 Governance 
Good governance is critical to institutional health. For it to work, the institution must have 
established the sound managerial and administrative processes referred to earlier, using them to 
provide accurate, appropriate, timely information to the governing body. This, too, is an area in 
which ICRAF has work to do. The Panel has made specific recommendations (Chapter 5) aimed 
at improving ICRAF’s ability to provide support needed by its BoT, and for the Board to sharpen 
its oversight of and guidance to ICRAF. This, too, must be treated as a matter of high priority. 
Weaknesses in this area must be remedied without delay. 
 
6.3.5 Resource mobilization 
Resource mobilization can be pursued at many levels and in many ways. How a research 
institution chooses to approach the necessity of finding resources to support its work can have a 
determined effect on the work it performs and the character of the institution. Only if ICRAF 
escapes the opportunity-driven, bottom-up approach to resource mobilization that has become 
dominant, can it develop and sustain a coherent, strategically driven program of research.  
 
Resource mobilization must become strategic. This is much more than simply pursuing larger 
projects to reduce transaction costs. It requires the development of a clear resource-mobilization 
strategy carefully grounded in and supportive of ICRAF’s larger institutional strategy, then using 
that to manage and assess resource-mobilization. Strategic resource mobilization does not 
necessarily imply continuous growth. Practiced seriously, however, it should mean that the 
resources ICRAF does mobilize will actually help it accomplish its mission.  
 
The Panel endorses the changes ICRAF has begun to implement with the objective of making 
resource mobilization more transparent and coordinated, so long as they are used to align 
resource mobilization more closely with institutional strategy. The Panel believes that its 
recommendations concerning organizational treatment of resource mobilization should help 
strengthen and maintain this alignment.  
 
6.3.6 Matrix of Themes and Regions 
ICRAF portrays its structure as a matrix of global themes and regions. In a “classical” matrix 
system, specialists from a range of technical areas are organized into project teams to deliver 
major components required for the larger program, without being separated from their “home” 
units. Team members report simultaneously to the managers of their functional specialties and 
those of the projects to which they are assigned. This accelerates work on the special projects, 
improving performance and speed of delivery. The concept of matrix management is elaborated 
in Annex 15. 
 
In ICRAF, as in many other organizations, the pendulum of matrix management has swung from 
one side to the other. ICRAF’s work has both a technical/scientific dimension and a geographic 
one. Fortunately, in at least several cases they coincide. Nonetheless, because of the integrated 
nature of some of its work, ICRAF was historically organized in a way that tried to accommodate 
three factors: focus of the work, its place along the research/development/application continuum, 
and ecoregion. That led to confusion and conflict: the research vs. development distinction led to 
contention, while the need for an ecoregional focus in executing work and to deliver impact 
tended to get lost.  
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Under its current arrangement, ICRAF nominally operates from a two-dimensional matrix: 
geography, in the form of the regions; and themes, intended to serve as integrative constructs 
around or into which staff can organize their work. However, ICRAF’s dominant current 
organizing principle is strongly geographic, and is a matrix in only a limited sense. Staff and 
budgets are organized and managed regionally, and while the Theme Leaders are involved in 
budget allocation, their role is specifically defined as advisory, a kind of super-staff position (the 
distinction between line and staff being that the former operate through authority, the latter 
through persuasion). Similarly, the Research Support Unit, which has a potentially critical role in 
ensuring quality, also functions in an essentially advisory capacity, used at the discretion of 
regional staff. According to ICRAF itself, the themes are at least partly a construct designed to 
help explain ICRAF to the outside world. This is qualitatively different from a powerful unifying 
conceptual framework constructed for internal purposes, to underpin strategy and drive work 
planning and execution.  
 
Organizational design has multiple essential components, of which structure is only one (see 
Annex 15). While structure is important, it serves primarily as a means for allocating 
organizational power (in the form of decision making authority in and control of resources) and 
to decide how people and resources should be departmentalized or clustered. Other aspects of 
design are at least equally important. Primary among them should be institutional strategy, 
which should drive all other components of organization design. This has been addressed in 
Section 6.1.  
 
Several major elements are as important as structure: (1) Lateral processes, which by definition 
cut across whatever kind of departmentalization is used; (2) Incentives, which shape individual 
and group behavior; (3) Selection and assignment of people, who must be carefully matched with 
and crew and for the areas in which they are needed.  
 
All of these elements must be addressed together in light of their interactive effects, and carefully 
aligned to address clearly defined organizational needs.  
 
ICRAF’s design, starting with structure, but including other key elements, strongly favors 
regionalism. This is a conscious, calculated reaction to the previous state of affairs, in which the 
regions were disempowered. While the Panel cannot comment on the selection of people, 
ICRAF’s incentives and lateral processes also reinforce regionalism.  
 
Especially powerful are the incentives. Scientists assigned to work in specific countries have a 
major share in responsibility for mobilizing resources to support their work; in fact, the strongest 
incentive for any particular scientist or team leader is to find resources to keep his/her team 
together and functioning. These two factors - structure and allocation of power in the form of 
resources to ecoregions, combined with incentives that inherently encourage what might be 
termed “entrepreneurial localism” - tilt the balance heavily in favor of progressive geographic 
decentralization and even fragmentation.  
 
At the same time, potentially offsetting factors, which would need to include carefully developed 
and well-supported coordinating processes, coupled with extensive use of ICT, are relatively 
weak and difficult to strengthen. Their weakness is aggravated by the number of locations in 
which ICRAF works, the cost and difficulty of travel among them, and the unavailability of high-
quality, affordable ICT. Unfortunately for ICRAF, the regions in which it works are ones where 
ICT - a critical factor in making matrices work where they are effective - cannot currently deliver 
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the kind of strong, cost-effective support it provides in many other parts of the world: it is 
technically less advanced, not very robust, and expensive.  
 
Putting all these factors together produces a picture of ICRAF as an organization in the process of 
centrifugally spinning off a series of mini-ICRAFs, which can be connected only loosely to the 
parent organization, and therefore neither controllable nor powerful instruments for pursuing 
ICRAF’s mission and executing its agenda.  
 
Another important factor at play is the need for critical mass (clustering of human and technical 
resources) to have the capacity to deliver effectively at any point on the 
research/development/application continuum. The challenge is how to use all the elements of 
organization and design to recover and maintain institutional coherence and focus.  
 
6.3.7 Organizational culture 
Organizational culture is generally defined as shared attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors within an 
organization or unit. Organizational culture is never monolithic, but certain core features may be 
widely shared. In fact, most organizations have multiple distinct sub-cultures—sometimes at 
odds with one another—within various units. This is likely to be especially true in a heavily 
decentralized organization like ICRAF, with approximately 3 staff in field locations for each one 
at Headquarters. This means that a major feature of working life in ICRAF is that most staff have 
few opportunities to interact with many of their peers. Maintaining a sense of institutional 
cohesion under these circumstances is difficult. Finally, organizational culture can be either 
constructive or destructive, and as with features of institutional life like corporate strategy, the 
same cultural factors may work to the organization’s advantage in some circumstances but 
against it in others. 
 
6.4 Recommended changes in ICRAF’s organizational structure 
In the context of research and development institutions, “structure” refers to the lines of 
command and reporting together with the relationships between operational units. Almost any 
structural arrangements could be made to work, given appropriately qualified and dedicated 
staff, financial resources and political stability. It is human nature to resist or suspect change but 
the Panel feels that the changes described below are in the best interests of the future survival 
and success of ICRAF. 
 
6.4.1 Regions and Themes 
The Panel recognizes that the vision, mission and strategic directions of ICRAF conform with 
CGIAR priorities and are consonant with those of many of the external institutions and partners 
with which ICRAF works. In 2003 the Region x Theme matrix was established (albeit for a trial 
period) to “bring power to the Regions”. While the balance towards Regions and away from 
Themes appears to have become tilted too far, the Panel sees no reason to change the basic matrix 
structure. Attention was drawn in Chapter 2 to the need for more involvement of Theme Leaders 
in strategic planning and in Section 6.3 to the issues of matrix management but the Panel sees the 
matrix structure as the core of ICRAF’s future structure and activities. Within this framework 
projects fit on a subject and geographic base and the Panel has drawn attention to the need for 
ICRAF to seek external restricted funds that are relevant to its strategy and not to develop 
strategy around the subject preferences of funding agencies.  
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The Panel considered various combinations of the current four Themes but finally agreed that 
they should remain; some overlap is inevitable and, indeed, desirable since it can provide the 
extra depth in some scientific topics that is currently lacking. An increased role for Theme 
Leaders in the Center’s strategic planning will permit greater coordination among Themes and 
their capabilities in identifying, bidding for, and managing projects. 
 
6.4.2 Strengthening Institutions and the Training Unit 
There is no doubt that over its lifetime ICRAF has contributed significantly to building 
institutional capacity through training courses, educational curricula, and training materials. 
Latterly it has concentrated on the provision of updated university curricula, which are 
important for ensuring professional education and research capability, especially in Africa. The 
Training Unit, which should not be separated from the Strengthening Institutions Theme in 
ICRAF’s structure, has focused on providing for the training of trainers by local institutions in 
order to ensure the envisioned uptake of technologies by poor farmers. ICRAF does not have the 
comparative advantage to provide other aspects of institutional strengthening such as capacity to 
plan, implement, monitor and manage institutional programs. 
 
6.4.3 Strategic Initiatives 
In the current structure, ASB, AHI, Communications and Research Support units report to the 
Director of Strategic Initiatives. In the view of the Panel, the latter two belong more naturally to 
the proposed new joint ICRAF/ILRI Services Unit, together with IT, and the first two are more 
appropriate under the direct supervision of the DDG Programs. Other Systemwide and 
ecoregional activities should also be under the direction of the DDG Programs. Meanwhile the 
most important roles of the Director of Strategic Initiatives are resource mobilization and 
coordination of the entire scope of the Center’s external relations. The Panel believes that these 
functions belong in a special unit within the DG’s Office.  
 
The Panel recommends that the Office of Strategic Initiatives be repositioned as a unit reporting 
directly to the DG and assisting the Office of the DG principally in resource mobilization and 
external relations. 
 
6.4.4 Operations 
Chapter 5 provides a critical appraisal of the operations of the Center and identifies many of the 
problems associated with operations, human resources and financial controls. Together with the 
proposed Joint ICRAF/ILRI Services Unit these fall naturally in one group that will require the 
services of an exceptional, qualified and experienced leader. 
 
The Panel recommends appoints a suitably qualified and experienced Chief Operations Officer 
(at the level of ADG-Operations) with overall responsibility for Financial Services, Human 
Resources, Operations, a Joint Services Unit to be established with ILRI and all other 
administrative services. 
 
The Panel suggests that CGIAR should invite the imminent EPMR Panel for ILRI to consider the 
establishment of a Joint ICRAF/ILRI Services Unit. 
 
The intended impacts of the above recommended changes are: (1) clearer definition of roles of 
senior staff; (2) greater freedom for the DG to pursue strategic thinking and external relations 
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with fund-raising; (3) stronger and more integrating role for the DDG in managing the meeting 
and delivery of the Center’s objectives; (4) better participatory strategic planning within the 
Center; (5) more balanced “power” between Themes and Regions; (6) closer control of operations, 
human and financial resources; and (7) reduced costs for the Center. 
 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF moves to the following revised organizational structure and 
staffs it appropriately. 
 
Figure 4  Proposed new ICRAF structure 
BoT
Resource Mobilization 
& External Relations DG Internal Audit
DDG - ProgramsADG - Chief Operations Officer
Financial Services
Operations, Protocol & Security
Human Resources
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ANNEX 2 
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR EPMRs of CGIAR CENTERS 
As endorsed by the CGIAR in 1997 
 
 
 
Objectives and Scope 
 
EPMRs seek to inform CGIAR members that their investment is sound, or recommend measures to 
make it so.  Members of the CGIAR and other stakeholders can be informed whether the Center is 
doing its work effectively and efficiently.  EPMRs are both retrospective and prospective; and help 
ensure the Centers’ excellence, relevance and continued viability, and the CGIAR System’s coherence.  
Each review is expected to be strategic in orientation and as comprehensive as the situation warrants.  
 
The broad objectives of EPMRs are to: a) provide CGIAR members with an independent and rigorous 
assessment of the institutional health and contribution of a Center they are supporting; and b) to 
provide the Center and its collaborators with assessment information that complements or validates 
their own evaluation efforts, including the CCERs.   
 
The EPMR Panel is specifically charged to assess the following: 
a) The Center 's mission, strategy and priorities in the context of the CGIAR's priorities and 
strategies; 
b) The quality and relevance of the science undertaken, including the effectiveness and potential 
impact of the Center's completed and ongoing research; 
c) The effectiveness and efficiency of management, including the mechanisms and processes for 
ensuring quality; and 
d) The accomplishments and impact of the Center’s research and related activities. 
 
Topics to be Covered 
 
Mission, Strategy and Priorities 
• The continuing appropriateness of the Center's mission in light of important changes in the 
Center and its external environment since the previous external review. 
• The policies, strategies, and priorities of the Center, their coherence with the CGIAR’s goals 
(of poverty alleviation, natural resources management, and sustainable food security), and 
relevance to beneficiaries, especially rural women. 
• The appropriateness of the roles of relevant partners in the formulation and implementation 
of the Center's strategy and priorities, considering alternative sources of supply and the 
benefits of partnerships with others. 
 
Quality and Relevance 
• The quality and relevance of the science practised at the Center. 
• The effectiveness of the Center’s processes for planning, priority setting, quality management 
(e.g. CCERs, peer reviews and other quality and relevance assurance mechanisms), and 
impact assessment. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency of Management 
• The performance of the Center's Board in governing the Center, the effectiveness of leadership 
throughout the Center, and the suitability of the organization's culture to its mission. 
• The adequacy of the Center's organizational structure and the mechanisms in place to 
manage, coordinate and ensure the excellence of the research programs and related activities. 
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• The adequacy of resources (financial, human, physical and information) available and the 
effectiveness and efficiency of their management. 
• The effectiveness of the Center's relationships with relevant research partners and other 
stakeholders of the CGIAR System. 
 
Accomplishments and Impact 
• Recent achievements of the Center in research and other areas. 
• The effectiveness of the Center's programs in terms of their impact and contribution to the 
achievement of the mission and goals of the CGIAR. 
 
 
 
Terms of Reference for the Financial Management Consultancy 
 
Within the context of the Terms of Reference for the external review of the World Agroforestry Center 
(ICRAF), the review panel requires an independent expert review of financial resource and risk 
management aspects of the Center overall operations. 
 
The Consultant will review and critically assess the efficiency, effectiveness, and overall soundness of 
World Agroforestry Center management of their financial, physical, and informational resources.  
 
The review will specifically address the following topics: 
 
1. the adequacy of the Center Board’s oversight of financial management issues; 
 
2. the adequacy of the Center’s financial controls, records and record-keeping, funds 
management, investment guidelines, banking arrangements, and the reporting of 
financial information throughout the organization; 
 
3. the sufficiency, quality, integrity, and cost-effectiveness of the Center’s internal and 
external audits. The reviewer will examine recent reports, including Management Letters, 
to judge relevance, completeness, and compliance by management with the 
recommendations contained therein; 
 
4. an assessment of the financial aspects of the Center’s human resource management 
practices and policies,  
 
5. a review of the adequacy of current provisions for repairs, maintenance and replacement 
of physical plant and equipment; and  
 
6. a review of the risk management process or system in place (by both Center Board and 
Management).  
 
The Consultant will work closely with and report directly to the panel member with overall 
responsibility for reviewing Center governance/ management/finance aspects, and submit a written 
report that summarizes the findings and any recommendations, in an agreed format. 
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CGIAR SCIENCE COUNCIL  
SUGGESTED SPECIFIC ISSUES TO BE CONSIDER IN THE THIRD EPMR OF ICRAF 
(September 2005) 
 
1.  Balance between soil and nutrition research, genetics and social science research. 
2.  Quality of the tree selection/breeding research – is it adding value to national programs or is it 
too diffuse to add to good science? 
3.  The future of ICRAF’s fruit tree research. 
4.  Quality and relevance of ICRAF’s participatory research and innovations systems research 
5.  Is ICRAF optimally positioned viz. a viz ARIs, and NARS/NGOs in particular. 
6.  Is the new cross thematic and cross regional structure the most useful to future and for 
delivery? 
7.  Has there been a shift from strategic to adaptive research and extension? Subsidiarity – is 
ICRAF leaving for NARS what they can or ought to do? 
8.  Balance between research and development activities in terms of plausible long term impacts 
towards achieving CGIAR goals; is ICRAF focusing adequately in long-term research for long-
term impacts, or is it orienting itself towards showing field level impact through development 
oriented activities? 
9.  Is ICRAF’s role in capacity building optimal in terms of providing training and materials in its 
area of research and in terms of reaching the most appropriate target groups through training 
and material distribution? 
10.  Has the research of the Systemwide Program of African Highlands Initiative (AHI) led to 
demonstrated impacts and is it likely to reach impact in the foreseeable future. What should be 
the future of the SWP? 
11.  What is the nature and extent of relations between ICRAF and CIFOR?. Are they truly 
complementary? Are there overlaps or convergences? 
12.  What’s ICRAF’s future in the context of the report by the Taskforces on CGIAR's work in Sub-
Saharan Africa?; specifically its relations with ILRI and state of capturing synergies. 
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ANNEX 3 
Itinerary of the EPMR Panel 
 
The whole Panel visited ICRAF headquarters from 7-11 November 2005 for the initial phase of the 
Review to familiarize itself with the Center. The Panel members interacted with the Board Chair, 
senior management and a range of staff of various disciplines in the Center.  
 
From 12-15 November 2006, one Panel member visited the Africa Highlands Initiative System-wide 
program and ICRAF’s work in Uganda. During that same period another Panel member visited 
ICRAF’s work in Southeast Asia; Indonesia. From 9-13 January 2006, three Panel members attended 
the Center’s Board of Trustees meeting in Kenya. The Panel also had a chance to meet with 
representatives from the staff association, the External Auditors.  
 
From 14-17 January 2006, one Panel member visited ICRAF’s work in Southern Africa, specifically 
Makoka in Malawi and Chipata in Zambia. From 20-24 January 2006, one Panel member visited 
ICRAF’s work in the Sahel region; Mali. From 25-28 January 2006, two Panel members visited ICRAF’s 
work in the Africa Humid Tropics region; Cameroon. On 4 February 2006, the six Panel members 
visited ICRAF’s collaborative work in western Kenya. These visits provided further opportunities for 
Panel members to interact with ICRAF staff in the field and with their national and other partners. 
 
The Panel returned to ICRAF headquarters on 30 January 2006 for the third phase of the Review. Due 
to unexpected conflicts Simeon Ehui and Engida Getachew were absent with apologies. Panel 
members interacted with senior management and met with representatives from ILRI, KARI and 
KEFRI. 
 
Schedule:  
7-11 November 2005:  First phase: whole Panel visited ICRAF headquarters 
12-15 November 2006: Jeff Burley in Uganda; Africa Highlands Initiative Systemwide 
program and ICRAF’s activities. 
14-18 November 2005: John Strawhorn in Indonesia: Member of CIFOR EPMR Panel but also 
met with ICRAF staff in Bogor 
9-13 January 2006: Jeff Burley, John Strawhorn, Engida Getachew in Kenya. Observed 
the Board of Trustees Meeting,  
14-17 January 2006:  Jeff Burley in Southern Africa; 14-15 Makoka in Malawi; 16 in Chipata 
Zambia. 
20-24 January 2006:  Chris Harwood in the Sahel; Bamako, Mali 
23-25 January 2006: Ken Brooks in Southeast Asia; Indonesia (Bogor, Kotabumi and 
Sumberjaya) 
25-28 January 2006: Chris Harwood and Simeon Ehui in Africa Humid Tropics; 
Cameroon. 
4 February 2006: Chris Harwood, Ken Brooks and Ruben Echeverria to western Kenya. 
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ANNEX 4 
List of Documents Reviewed by the Panel 
 
1. Terms of Reference and Guidelines for External Program and Management Reviews of CGIAR 
Centers. 
2. Most recent External Program and Management Review report of the Center 
3. Summary of actions taken in response to the last EPMR 
4. CGIAR research Priorities 2005-2015 
5. The latest Board-approved Strategic Plan of the Center (Trees of Change: a vision for an 
'agroforestry transformation' in the developing world; Strategic Planning Framework: an 
agroforestry transformation in the developing world) 
6. Medium-Term Plan 2006-2008 and SC commentary of the Center's Medium-Term Plan 
7. Center-Commissioned External Review Reports 
 Market Research and Enterprise Development (2005) plus Center response  
 Scaling Up Work with Partners in Africa (2005) plus Center response 
 Agroforestry, health and nutrition (2005) plus Center response 
 ASB External Review and Impact Assessment 2005 (600 Kb) 
 Financial management systems (2005) plus Center response 
 CCER Matrix Matters: Biodiversity Research for Rural Landscape Mosaics, (2002) 
 Cost saving plan for the transport department of ICRAF, (2002) 
 ICRAF's Tree Domestication Program, (2001)  
 ICRAF's Intellectual Property Management Review (Tree Germplasm Consultant's 
Report), (1999) 
 CCER of Program 3: Ecosystem Rehabilitation, (1998) 
 Management Development at ICRAF (1997)  
8. List of achievements/outputs: publications (peer-review and other), research breakthroughs as 
recognized by peers, germplasm, genetic stocks, new technologies etc 
9. The current organization chart, with a brief description of the Center's internal management 
structure, including the composition and terms of reference of each major committee 
10. List of professional staff with short CVs including standard set of information as instructed by the 
SC Secretariat (publications, key memberships, invited lectures, prizes/awards; students 
supervised 
11. Most recent CGIAR financial guidelines and manual 
12. Table showing composition of the Board over the last five years, along with an indication of the 
term of office for current members and their roles on the Board 
13. Table showing allowances, benefits, and salary ranges for each category of staff  
NB: Only the Kenya NRS structure is presented however the principles are the same in other 
countries but actual figures are designed as per the local markets 
14. Table showing personal data on professional staff by program, including job title, incumbent's 
location, IRS/NRS/LRS status, period of tenure, gender, nationality, age, salary over the last three 
years, funding source (excl names).  
NB: Confidential – not on website 
15. Table summarizing turnover of staff over the last five years by staff category 
16. Set of minutes covering Board and Board committee meetings since the last External Review (and 
reports of board committees to the full Board if not included in the minutes) 
17. Reports of external auditors, including management letters, and financial officer's reports to the 
Board since the last external Review 
18. Most recent internal audit reports 
19. Making the Matrix Work (1997) 
20. List of Collaborative efforts with other CGIAR Centers 
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21. ICRAF in Africa 
22. Partnerships for advancing the Science and Practice of Agroforestry: An assessment of the recent 
experiences at the World Agroforestry Center 
23. Regional Strategies of the World Agroforestry Center 
 African Humid Tropics (strategy worksheets) 
 Sahel (strategy worksheets in French) 
 South-east Asia 
 Southern Africa (strategy worksheets) 
24. Thematic Outlooks of the World Agroforestry Center 
 Land and People Theme 
 Environmental Services Theme 
 Strengthening Institutions Theme 
25. Performance Measurement in the CGIAR2005 
26. CIFOR and ICRAF 
27. Gender and Diversity 
28. EPMR Information from the Science Council and CGIAR Secretariat 
29. Additional Material on Governance and Management 
 Financial Assessment of the Center 
 Financial Data of the Center 
 Brief Description of the HR System 
 IT Environment Checklist 
 CGIAR ICT-KM Strategy Document 
 ICT-KM Strategy and Concept Notes 
 ICT-KM Connectivity 2 Proposal 
 IT Infrastructure status and requirements for regional and country offices 
 IRRI - SGV ESBC Contract 08272005 
 Corporate Governance Questionnaire 
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ANNEX 5 
Definitions of agroforestry – related terms as used at ICRAF 
 
Landscape  
The following two definitions encompass the way that the term is used at ICRAF: 
 
(i) "The traits, patterns and structure of a specific geographical area, including its biological 
composition, its physical environment, and its anthropogenic or social patterns.  An area 
where interacting ecosystems are grouped and repeated in similar form."  and  
(ii) "An area of land that contains a mosaic of ecosystems, including human-dominated 
ecosystems."  
 
Watershed 
"The land area that drains into a particular stream, river or lake."  
 
Scaling-up 
ICRAF prefers to use the definition proposed by IRRI in 2000: “Scaling-up is bringing more quality 
benefits to more people over a wider geographical area, more quickly, more equitably, and more 
lastingly.”    
 
Scaling-out 
ICRAF generally discourages the use of the term “scaling-out” because it is synonymous with 
“horizontal scaling-up” which is “the spread across geographical areas and to more people” while 
“vertical scaling-up” is institutional in nature, involving different types of organizations with different 
functions promoting the spread of a practice.  
 
Integrated natural resources management (INRM) 
“Integrated natural resources management offers a way of doing development oriented research that 
aims to simultaneously reduce poverty, increase food security and achieve environmental protection.  
These three key factors that influence human well-being are inextricably linked to the health of the 
ecosystems in which people live and work. INRM reflects these broad interactions.  It focuses on 
ecosystems rather than commodities; on underlying processes (both biophysical and socioeconomic) 
rather than simple relationships; and on managing the effects of interactions between various 
elements of the ecosystem”.  
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ANNEX 6 
Summary of Actions taken by the World Agroforestry Center to the 2nd EPMR in 1998 
Recommendation ICRAF Response 
1. Strategic Plan 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF 
review and update its 1993 Strategic 
Plan, develop both strategic and 
medium-term plans for each of the 
Programs and Regional Offices and use 
these as the basis for annual planning. 
Center Response in 1998: ICRAF welcomes this recommendation and will update its strategic overview of 
the 1998-2000 Medium Term Plan, and include strategic plans for each Division, Region, Program and Unit.  
 
Action Taken since 1998: Following the 2nd EPMR the Center immediately embarked on the development 
of a new strategic plan. That document was completed and published in 2000 and was entitled “Pathways 
to Prosperity through Agroforestry”. The strategy recognized the experiment of creating a new 
Development Division in 1998. The Development Division Director supervised two of the Center’s global 
programs along with half of the regional programs. The Research Division Director supervised three of the 
global programs and the other three regional programs. Strategic plans were completed for each of the 
Center’s programs and regions. 
By 2002, analysis and dialogue within the center indicated that the dichotomy of a having Divisions for 
Research and for Development was less than optimal on both managerial and programmatic grounds. A 
process of reorganization was initiated in 2002, with full endorsement by the Board of Trustees. The key 
change was to integrate both the research and development-support aspects of the agenda within each of 
four global themes. A Deputy Director-General position was created to supervise the four themes as well as 
the seven regional programs. This integration has produced much stronger coherence and effective 
management systems across the entire center.  
Accompanying these changes, and in line with rapid changes in the centers external environment, the 
center also embarked on a fresh analysis of its overall strategy during 2002-2004. This process culminated in 
the approval of a new Vision and Strategic Planning Framework by the Center and its Board in 2005. The 
Vision document is entitled Trees of Change: A vision for an agroforestry transformation in the developing 
world. The Strategic Planning Framework contains an extensive analysis of global trends impinging upon 
world agroforestry and the context for defining the Center’s strategic directions, along with the Center’s 
Strategy for 2005-2015, and the business plan for implementing the strategy.  
The Center produces a rolling 3-year Medium-Term Plan every year. This has become the operational 
planning and monitoring & evaluation document for the Center and all themes and regional programs. 
This document is finalized and shared with the CGIAR Science Council in June each year for Science 
Council review and comment. The deliverables in the Medium-Term Plan are the basis for the annual 
work-plan and performance evaluation of each professional staff member. A Program of Work and Budget 
is prepared for Board approval on an annual basis, providing a connection between the Medium-Term Plan 
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Recommendation ICRAF Response 
and our annual budgeting process.  
Following the structural re-organization of ICRAF in 2003, ICRAF embarked on a fresh approach to theme 
outlooks and regional operational plans. Starting in 2004, the theme outlooks are expected to provide a 
‘view from the mountaintop’ regarding recommended shifts in thematic R&D direction – and pragmatic 
measures to achieve that. They are intended for the medium term, i.e. more or less coincident with the span 
of the Medium-Term Plans that ICRAF submits to the CGIAR.  
Regional operational plans, likewise, have been changed from what had been mainly research market plans 
(with donors in mind) in an earlier era to something closer to a business plan for internal decision making. 
Efforts to upgrade the theme outlooks and the regional operational plans are a continuous process – they 
have challenged the scientists into thinking harder about where we are going, and why.   
The Global Support Units exhibit annual work-plans at varying levels of formality. The comparatively 
larger units (e.g. Communications, Training, and Germplasm) call together their teams for collective annual 
planning and budgeting. The two other units (Research Support, Soils and Plant Lab) operate through the 
annual work-plans of their senior leaders.  
 
2. Regional operations 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF do 
a systematic analysis within the year of 
the factors associated with successful 
and unsuccessful operation in the 
regions that draws out the lessons for 
an updated set of guidelines for 
management of the regional programs. 
 
Center Response in 1998: ICRAF has recognized the importance of systematically analyzing the lessons 
learnt from operations in the ecoregions where it works. This was discussed between Management and the 
Board at its April 1998 meeting prior to the EPMR. The issue will be addressed at our Annual Planning 
Review meeting in September 1998. ICRAF therefore welcomes the recommendation of the Panel to 
undertake this analysis and will complete it within the year.  
Action Taken since 1998: The Center undertook the analysis of regional operations that was recommended, 
and produced a policy document to guide the management of regional programs in the context of the 
center’s global programs. This document, entitled Making the Matrix Work was presented to the Board and 
has been subsequently as the basis for guiding the regionalization process. This document is available on 
the EPMR website (Item # 38.) The senior leadership team reviews the performance of the regions and 
themes each year during the budgeting period to identify problem areas and spearhead actions to address 
them. 
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Recommendation ICRAF Response 
3. Senior staff training 
The Panel recommends that all IRS and 
senior nationally recruited staff take 
part in regular training courses on 
creating working partnerships, of 
working in teams and on recognizing 
the influence of personality and of 
cultural differences in relationships. 
 
Center Response in 1998: This recommendation stresses the importance of working in teams and 
partnerships, which ICRAF has actively advocated. ICRAF staff, both professional and support, have 
participated in various courses, workshops and seminars over the past three years dealing with 
management, leadership, and team work. For example, in January 1998, ICRAF Regional Coordinators, in 
conjunction with Coordinators from other CGIAR Centers and NARS partners participated in a course on 
collaborative partnerships. Subsequently, this course was made available to NARS partners in the Southern 
Africa region. ICRAF endorses the Panel’s recommendation and will, in collaboration and discussion with 
our NARS partners, continue to support training courses and related activities in this area.  
 
Action Taken since 1998: Pursuant to the Center’s response in 1998 and consequent responsibility placed 
on the Human Resources unit, the following training courses and staff development activities have been 
undertaken in the last six years. 
 
Course/Development 
opportunity 
Number of staff 
attended/involved 
Category of 
staff 
involved 
CGIAR leadership course 4 Directors 
Women Leadership course  
12 
2 
6 
IRS 
Directors 
NRS 
Negotiation skills course 
1 
6 
2 
Director 
IRS 
NRS 
United Nations Language 
courses 
22 
NRS 
Collaborative Partnership 
course 
7 
IRS 
Masters degree courses 4 NRS 
Bachelors Degree courses 7 NRS 
Diploma/Certificate courses 25 NRS 
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Recommendation ICRAF Response 
To further strengthen the Center’s staff development and training function, management has undertaken 
the following steps since 2003:  
(1) Set aside 0.5% of annual staff costs for annual staff development and training activities.   
(2) Reviewed and updated the staff development policy in line with the modern-day staff development 
trends and the Center’s growing demand for excellence in human capital.  
(3) Formed a staff development committee that coordinates with the Human Resources Unit on all the 
center’s staff development activities, with an annual report to management.  
 
4. Vegetative propagation 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF 
further develop the research and 
training needed in the area of 
vegetative propagation and nursery 
management and establishment. 
Center Response in 1998: Access to improved germplasm is one of the key constraints in the wide adoption 
of agroforestry technologies. ICRAF fully concurs with the Panel’s findings and will, giving considerations 
to priority setting and resource constraints, seek to expand these activities in the regions where we are 
active. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: Corresponding with ICRAF’s increased work with fruit, timber and medicinal 
trees in the late 1990s, much greater attention was paid to research and training in vegetative propagation. 
In particular the challenging aspects in trees of dioecy, rejuvenation, cultivar development and 
multiplication have been addressed. This greater emphasis was evident through linked activities of 
headquarters and regional teams, and given prominence at the level of CGIAR project in our annual and 
MTP budgeting and planning processes. Following the EPMR recommendation, ICRAF management first 
responded with increased resource allocation to the Africa Humid Tropics region due to the focus of work 
on fruit trees and the presence of our resident expert Dr Zac Tchoundjeu. This was subsequently followed 
with recruitment of new senior scientists with vegetative propagation skills in Southern Africa (Dr Festus 
Akinnifesi), East Africa (Dr Jean-Marc Boffa), Latin America (Dr Jonathan Cornelius), Sahel (Dr Antoine 
Kalinganire) and South Asia (Dr N Pushpakumara). In South-east Asia, a new team working on fruit and 
timber propagation was developed under the leadership of an existing staff member, Jim Roshetko.  
Research has primarily involved work on macro-propagation techniques of root cuttings, stem cuttings, air-
layers (marcots) and grafts, with relatively little work on micro-propagation for embryogenesis and tissue 
culture. Vegetative propagation has formed a key part of ICRAF’s Participatory Tree Domestication 
paradigm, with farmers being involved in selection, multiplication and cultivation of superior vegetative 
propagules. Under the global leadership of Dr Hannah Jaenicke, an international training course with 
internal and external resource persons on tree vegetative propagation was held at ICRAF in 1999. The 
materials for this course were further adapted and incorporated as key sessions in our global Tree 
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Domestication Courses held in 1999, 2001 and 2003. These materials also formed the core of regional 
training courses held in SE Asia, Latin America, Southern Africa, East Africa and Africa Humid Tropics. In 
addition, in 2002, Dr Jaenicke and colleagues published a 120-page manual on “Vegetative tree propagation 
in agroforestry”. More recently, vegetative propagation protocols have been developed for Allanblackia 
species by Ebenezar Asaah and Moses Munjuga, and training provided in Ghana, Nigeria and Tanzania to 
collaborators in the Unilever Public Private Partnership. 
Following this recommendation the Germplasm Resource Unit at ICRAF more explicitly included seedlings 
and other nursery propagules in their definition of germplasm. Two nursery manuals were developed, and 
published in English and Spanish as guidelines for research and community nursery managers in 1999. 
These have subsequently been translated in Kiswahili and French and used to develop many extension 
materials. Research on good nursery practices for generic groups of propagules such as bare-root seedlings, 
cuttings and containerized seedlings followed at both headquarters and in the regions. Research from forest 
trees on nursery media, watering, container size, container type, shade and propagules size was adapted to 
priority agroforestry trees ICRAF and partners had selected.  
ICRAF directed the evaluators in the Center Commissioned External Review (CCER) of the Tree 
Domestication Program to explicitly examine ICRAF’s tree nursery research which led to further emphasis 
on nurseries. Research also began on constraints faced by small-scale nursery operators and ways to better 
form nursery associations. A pilot project, The Nursery Flagship Project, supported by an ICRAF Board 
member (Dick Beahrs) was initiated to examine ways to support central, group and individual nurseries. 
Training in nursery operations including business skills were initiated in East Africa by Jonathan Muriuki 
and Sammy Carsan and expanded in other regions. More recently research on using nursery operators as 
pseudo-extension agents has begun. 
 
5. Research on dissemination 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF 
develop an area of identifiable activity 
and develop greater capacity at 
headquarters related to research on 
dissemination methods and techniques 
within Program 4. 
 
Center Response in 1998: In January 1998 ICRAF established a Development Division with the objectives of 
facilitating, catalyzing, and supporting the dissemination, adoption and impact of agroforestry innovations. 
We recognize that this objective can only be met through partnership with other organizations that have 
complementary expertise, resources and geographical access. Yet to be an effective development partner, 
ICRAF must build on its existing core competency -- agroforestry research -- and acquire in-house capacity 
and expertise to draw on state-of-the art knowledge on the pathways of dissemination and development 
and, where necessary, to undertake research on   these processes as they relate to agroforestry. Thus, ICRAF 
welcomes the Panel's recommendation and will pursue it with great vigour. 
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Action Taken since 1998: From 1998 to 2003, the area of identifiable activity for research on dissemination 
methods and techniques was Program 4, Advancing Innovation and Impact, of the Development Division. 
The Program had four projects, all of which conducted research on dissemination methods: advancing 
community-based science, fostering sustainable seed systems, strengthening enterprise and 
entrepreneurship, and catalyzing institutional innovation. Following the 2003 restructuring, research on 
dissemination methods is conducted in 3 of the 4 themes, Land and People (2 projects), Trees and Markets 
(3 projects), Strengthening Institutions (1 project) as well as in the Alternatives to Slash and Burn Program 
and the African Highlands Initiative.  We view this diffusion of function as a positive development, 
reflecting the widespread recognition of the importance of research on dissemination methods across the 
Center. Locating research on dissemination methods in a single area of the Center was a good idea when 
we were getting started to ensure that it would establish itself. But once we developed expertise and the 
idea became well accepted, it was natural and advantageous that it would spread throughout the center’s 
projects. Our Center-Commissioned External Review on Scaling Up in 2005 endorsed the approach of 
involving multiple themes at ICRAF in research on dissemination methods.    
We have developed considerable capacity at HQ in research on dissemination methods and techniques. We 
have employed a seed systems specialist since 2001 who has been leading a project on Improved Seed 
Systems for Agroforestry in African Countries, investigating the potential of different approaches for 
promoting dissemination. Since 1999, we have had an extension specialist at HQ assessing dissemination 
methods and techniques for promoting fodder shrubs. Two senior international professional staff at HQ, an 
economist and an agricultural economist, have developed their own skills in research on dissemination and 
have conducted studies and published in this area. Our Scaling Up CCER did not see a need for increasing 
overall capacity at HQ but felt that more efforts should be made to secure partnerships with other 
organizations for conducting such research and that more expertise was needed at ICRAF on farmer-to-
farmer dissemination approaches and how to research them. 
 
6. Market development 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF 
pursue the establishment of activity 
and expertise at headquarters in the 
areas of market development research 
and strategic planning for value added 
activities (including the process of 
Center Response in 1998 
There is a multitude of products from agroforestry trees for which cash value can be enhanced through 
marketing and commercialization. Tree products can provide added value to farmers and others in the 
production chain and thereby help reduce rural poverty. ICRAF needs to work with a range of new 
partners (institutes of food science, new composite materials, the food and pharmaceutical industries, etc.), 
and acknowledges the Panel’s comment that we require in-house expertise to make these links effective. 
We therefore, concur with this recommendation. 
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identifying, choosing and developing 
appropriate post-harvest technologies). 
 
 
Action Taken since 1998:  
The recommendation from the EPMR prompted ICRAF to examine its existing partnerships and also form 
new ones in this area. Novel donors and funding opportunities have also been newly pursued. On the 
donor side the most significant new relationship has been developed with the Common Fund for 
Commodities (CFC). Here new projects on jungle rubber in Indonesia and shea butter in the Sahel have 
been started, and a further one on gum Arabic is under negotiation. In tandem with this, recognition of the 
role of public-private partnerships has also occurred. This has led to the creation of strong partnerships 
with Unilever on Allanblackia domestication and Mars on cocoa Agroforestry systems. A further umbrella 
group, the Campden Food Research Association which represents 1800 food companies, has teamed up 
with ICRAF to enable novel food flavours, colours, and products to be showcased internationally. New 
pubic sector partners have been UNDP especially under their Sustainable Global Business program.  
New relationships with implementation partners have also occurred from international NGOs such as 
Technoserve, Concern, and Care to community-level partners such as Rukarawe Traditional healers Group 
in Uganda. National NGOs interested in tree product commercialisation now also count amongst ICRAF’s 
partners including MIFACIG and SAILD in Cameroon. In Latin America, ICRAF teamed up with a Swiss 
company, GEA Forestal, to provide quality seed and cultivation practices for two high-value timber 
species. In Southern Africa, the company CP Wild was contracted to provide product and enterprise 
development expertise for value-addition research on miombo fruit trees. In the Sahel, new relationships 
were developed with a major buyer of shea butter (i.e. Aarhus). 
 
7. Partnerships 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF 
craft a strategy, operational policies and 
associated guidelines on partnerships 
that go beyond its current policy 
guidelines and that these new 
statements be based on the results of a 
thorough analysis of ICRAF’s 
partnership experience. Special 
attention should be given to the 
pathway for NARS strengthening and 
Center Response in 1998: ICRAF has and will continue to work in partnerships with other institutions, as 
collaboration is our primary mode of operation. We therefore fully agree with this recommendation, will 
expand on the recently concluded partnership survey, and will undertake the analysis required to gain 
maximum efficiency and effectiveness from our collaborative efforts.   
 
Action Taken since 1998 
Building on the partnership survey conducted in 1998 major steps have been taken to streamline ICRAF's 
approach to engaging and managing partners. As part of the overall institutional organization change in 
2003, one of the two new director-level positions created was designated to play a key role in addressing 
partnership issues. In particular, the Director of Strategic Initiatives (DSI) is responsible for linking ICRAF's 
research and development agenda to emerging priorities at national, regional and global levels. In the 
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to ways to handle differences in 
organizational culture. 
process, the DSI provides strategic guidance to ICRAF programs on opportunities for new partnerships and 
alliances to help leverage our R&D agenda. The DSI position was filled in late 2003, and has since embarked 
on a major analysis of our existing partnerships to help develop a framework and policy guideline for the 
future. A detailed report of the analyses and related outputs will be presented to the 2005 EMPR panel for 
review (EPMR item # 41). 
 
8. Visiting scientists 
The Panel recommends that ICRAF 
establish a visiting scientist scheme to 
attract postgraduate researchers and 
mid-career scientists to work with the 
Center’s cutting edge scientists. 
 
Center Response in 1998 
ICRAF recognizes the value and benefits of visiting scientists, and already has many senior and junior 
scientists seconded from other organizations or supported directly by ICRAF, as well as post doctoral and 
postgraduate researchers. We therefore agree in principle with this recommendation and may raise the 
profile of the scheme, after a cost/benefit analysis of such activities. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: The Center has continued to actively recruit and engage visiting scientists and 
postgraduate researchers to contribute to many of our research projects. We have been actively working to 
increase the flexibility of our policies on visiting scientists and postdoctoral fellows to make it feasible for 
more of these professionals to participate in our work in light of our financial limitations. In 2005 we have 
been hosting four post-doctoral fellows, have university professionals on sabbatical leave, visiting scientists 
on full and part-time arrangements, secondments from national research institutions, a number of joint 
appointments with other organizations, including sister CGIAR centers, and even five volunteer scientists 
who have offered to work with us without remuneration in return for administrative and office support.  
We strongly believe that the trend of the future is toward innovative, non-conventional, and flexible 
working arrangements that are sensitive to the varying personal aspirations and family considerations of 
highly talented professionals from both the developing and developed world. Thus, we are committed to 
strenuously experimenting with new models that attract the best pool of talent that we can muster, in 
accordance with need for ever-higher cost-effectiveness and return on investment.  
We have noted that postdoctoral fellows from developing countries are a particularly important element of 
our workforce. They have provided us with a critical diversity of talent over the years. For example, all four 
of our current coordinators for the Center’s African regions rose through the scientific ranks after coming to 
us through postdoctoral and/or PhD attachments. Currently, we find that we have a fairly balanced 
geographic diversity on the staff, with over 30 countries represented. But we are having difficulty in 
improving our gender balance – particularly in increasing the proportion of women among the more senior 
professionals at the Center. We believe that one of the best ways to attack this problem is through attracting 
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talented female postdoctoral fellows that may advance to more senior positions over time. In that light we 
have developed a women’s postdoctoral fellowship program in association with the CGIAR System-wide 
Gender and Diversity Program, which is based on our campus. 
 
9. Program Committee & CCERs 
The Panel recommends that: 
a) The Board strengthen its program 
oversight by increasing the frequency of 
Program Committee meetings, 
becoming more proactive in setting its 
agenda and seeking appropriate 
documentation from management; and 
b) The Board institute a formal 
procedure to schedule and commission 
Center-Commissioned External 
Reviews and to discuss these, other 
external review reports and 
management’s responses. 
 
Center Response in 1998: (a) The Board Chair and the Chair of the Program Committee are responsible for 
setting the agenda of the meetings and request Management to prepare background documents according 
to the issues on the agenda. The Program Committee formally meets once a year (November-December) at 
which time the Program of Work and Budget is thoroughly discussed with staff. Prior to the April Board 
Meeting, Board Members visit regions in small groups to discuss program issues with regional staff, and 
formally report back to the Board. The Board also discusses program issues at the April meeting based 
upon input from the members’ field visits and on documents they commission management to prepare (e.g. 
IPR, the Role of Social Sciences, Partnerships, etc.).  
The Program Committee has developed an improved format to conduct its meetings, which will be 
implemented at the next meeting. Small groups of Board Members will participate in each of the program 
and regional presentations and report back to the Program Committee as a whole. This will improve the 
interaction between staff and members of the Program Committee and allow the Committee to strengthen 
its oversight responsibilities.  
(b) The Board and Management fully agree that a formal procedure to schedule, commission, discuss and 
respond to Center-Commissioned External Reviews is needed, and fully supports this recommendation. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: (a) The Program Committee of the Board is a committee of the whole, with strong 
leadership by the Program Committee Chair. The agenda of the Committee and its deliberations are 
participated in by all members of the Board, ensuring that all members play an active role in all issues 
related to the Center’s programs. The Program Committee meets once a year during the full Board meeting 
in April, at which time the Program of Work and Budget is reviewed in depth, and is submitted for 
approval. However, the Program Committee Chair participates in the Executive Committee meeting in 
December at which the Management presents an indicative Program of Work and Budget for detailed 
review, and endorsement by the Executive Committee to the full Board for approval on a no-objections 
basis. The Program Committee Chair leads in the development of the agenda for program discussions at 
each of these meetings. 
The Program Committee Chair is in regular contact with Management throughout the year on issues 
related to the center’s programs. The Chair and other members of the Board are invited to participate in the 
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Annual Program Review which takes place in September. The Chair and other Board members are also 
invited to visit the Center and the regional programs in connection with their travels, and have taken 
advantage of this opportunity on several occasions during the past few years. In addition, the Board has 
taken the opportunity to convene its meetings in the regions on three occasions in recent years to become 
familiar with the regional program agendas and progress. These have included: Full Board meeting in 
southern Africa (Tanzania) in 2005, in Delhi (South Asia regional program) in 2004, and an expanded 
Executive Committee meeting in Brazil (Latin America regional program) in 2003, that included 11 of the 14 
members of the Program Committee. 
In 2004 the Program Committee submitted to Management a paper to guide the annual planning cycle and 
preparation of the Program of Work and Budget. This has since provided the basis for the formatting and 
presentation of the POWB as well as significant innovations in the planning and deliberation process on the 
Annual Program of Work and Budget (POWB). At each Board meeting during the past four years the 
Program Committee has reviewed the presentation of the POWB and has made substantive suggestions on 
the directions of particular program components and on the formulation and presentation of the 
information to so as to increase the effectiveness of the Committee’s review of the document. 
The Chair of the Program Committee of the ICRAF and CIFOR Boards have served as ex officio members of 
the Board of the respective sister center. This has further enhanced the development of the two centers 
programs in relation to each other, with a view to increasing the levels of collaboration and alliance in 
programming between the two Centers. 
 
(b) The Board has endorsed the recommendation to institute a formal procedure to schedule and 
commission Center-Commissioned External Reviews and proceeded to commission CCERs on an 
increasingly regular basis. Six CCERs were commissioned during the past five years. The reports of the 
CCERs and the Center’s responses to them were submitted to the Board for review and the outcomes were 
discussed during the regular Board meetings. The reports of these CCERs are available on the EPMR 
website (EPMR item #6). 
 
10. Ten-year tenure 
The Panel recommends that 
management restrict initial contracts to 
between three and five years, with the 
possibility of renewal and without the 
Center Response in 1998: The current ten-year tenure policy originated from an Internally Commissioned 
External Review of ICRAF’s management procedures in 1989. The Board of Trustees approved the 
recommendation from this review as a ten-year tenure policy in 1990, with immediate effect. The Board 
reviewed the policy in 1998. The Board, Management and Staff Associations discussed the issue in detail. 
The Board, at its April 1998 meeting, endorsed the current policy and approved a procedure whereby staff 
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current ceiling of ten years. 
 
can prolong their tenure at ICRAF, providing clear criteria and a transparent process for continuation in 
special circumstances.  The Board agreed to monitor the implementation of the policy and review it in two 
years.  
The Board and Management believe that the ten-year ceiling is appropriate for the following reasons: 
 A ten-year tenure policy meets the need of ensuring a renewal of  the scientific acumen in the 
Center,  
 The research and development issues that ICRAF deals with are complex and require a longer time 
frame than are encountered at the more commodity-oriented Centers. It is therefore felt by ICRAF 
that a ten-year research horizon is entirely appropriate for scientists working in natural resource 
management involving the use of perennial species.  
ICRAF appreciates and accepts the point made by the Panel about flexibility, and at the same time 
recognizes the importance of an on-going review of the need for any position in line with the required 
disciplinary skills. The ICRAF Board and Management will re-examine the issue of length of initial staff 
contracts for all new international recruitments, while maintaining the ten-year tenure policy. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: The senior leadership team reversed its position on this issue in 2002 and the 
Board approved a new policy to cover the changes in 2003. The new policy eliminated the 10-year tenure 
provision and instituted a system of contracts that range in duration from two years to five years. This has 
subsequently applied to all newly-appointed staff and to all staff whose contracts have come up for 
renewal. All contract renewals for internationally-recruited staff are now subject to a formal review that 
considers performance, continued relevance of the position to the center’s mission, and availability of 
funds. Staff reaching the 10-year milepost are subjected to a deeper and wider review to ensure appropriate 
staff renewal by achieving a balance between the opening up of positions for new talent, while retaining a 
cadre of individuals who continue to serve as a member of staff for periods longer than a decade. 
 
 
Action Taken to Address the Suggestions of the 2nd EPMR Panel 
 
Suggestions ICRAF Response 
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1. Programmatic integration 
Program 2 integrates more with other 
Programs (e.g.1, 3 and 4) and gets 
involved with broader issues related to 
trees on farms and at watershed scales; 
in the process, it needs to make sure 
that it responds sensitively to the 
priorities and needs for NARS 
partners; (page. 23) 
 
ICRAF Response: Fully endorse 
 
Action Taken since 1998: A Center-Commissioned External Review of Program 2 on tree domestication 
was undertaken in 2000. It made recommendations along the same lines. This was one a number of issues 
that prompted the Center to review its overall structure to enhance such integration across all programs 
and regions. The review led to the reorganization of the Center into four global themes and seven regional 
programs. 
The reorganization created a theme on Trees and Markets which integrated research on tree germplasm 
and domestication with that on product marketing and market chains. It also integrated development 
support and capacity-building in these areas within the theme. We have now succeeded in creating a set of 
themes in which the integration of research and development-support is embedded within each theme. We 
have also created a stronger and more flexible system for encouraging cross-thematic collaboration on 
projects with a systems perspective. 
 
2. Nitrogen fixation 
ICRAF develops research capability in 
the measurement and enhancement of 
nitrogen fixation of trees in 
agroforestry systems. (Pg. 44) 
 
ICRAF Response: Since biological nitrogen fixation by legume trees is one of several processes that 
produce nitrogen accumulation in the tree biomass we do not feel that this is a priority for ICRAF to 
acquire expertise in these highly specific area. We will establish appropriate collaborations with partner 
institutions to research these issues. From the systems perspective what matters is what the amount of N 
accumulated by the trees and its transfer to the soil. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: We continue to engage in research on all aspects of nitrogen accumulation and 
cycling in agroforestry systems, particularly to support the massive uptake of fertilizer tree practices that is 
occurring on farms in many countries in eastern and southern Africa. More attention is being given to the 
spatial aspects of nitrogen cycling in these systems to understand the variation in the aggregate 
accumulation and cycling of nitrogen in these practices across environments ranging in moisture 
availability (humid to semi-arid) and in soil conditions (heavy-textured to light-textured soils. 
3. Pest control 
ICRAF works with ICIPE and CABI 
in the area of pest control in 
Agroforestry systems rather than 
develop in-house capability. (Pg. 44) 
 
ICRAF Response: With CABI there is a draft concept note. ICRAF made a decision not to establish in-
house international expertise in pest management several years ago. ICRAF realizes it does not have the 
comparative advantage in this area. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: The Center has engaged vigorously with ICIPE and CABI to draw upon the 
expertise and mandates of both these organizations to address pest management problems. We continue to 
rely on joint projects with them in lieu of building up in-house capacity in this area. We have, however, 
realized the value of having one or two senior professionals on staff that can expand and manage these 
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partnerships effectively. Evolving pest problems related to our work on indigenous and exotic fruit trees, 
fertilizer tree systems, and smallholder timber systems necessitate that we keep this area under constant 
review.  
 
4. Board manual 
The Board reviews its procedures 
and revises the manual 
accordingly. (Pg64). 
 
ICRAF Response: Every year (after the April Board meeting) the BOT manual is revised based on 
decisions made in the past two meetings. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: Before the annual Board meeting which normally takes place in April of each 
year, the Board Secretary reviews the Board manual for any changes that might need to be amended and 
brings these to the attention of the Board Chair and Director General. The Board of Trustees at the April 
full board meeting then consider these and the recommendations from other Board members, and amends 
the board manual accordingly. All amendments passed by Board resolution are appended to the Board 
policy manual. Recent reviews and amendments have included the board travel policy and honoraria; the 
appointment of new Board members; extensions for existing Board members and the appointment of new 
Committees which have all been reflected as addendums to the Board Manual. Other actions taken are a 
review of existing Committee structures with updated terms of reference. 
5. Board responsibilities 
Management communicates more 
clearly to staff the legal, fiduciary and 
other significant responsibilities held 
by the Board. (Pg. 66) 
 
ICRAF Response 
Agree and will prepare a seminar. 
 
Action Taken 
At a management committee meeting in September 1998 it was decided and agreed by the Board Chair to 
have the Chair address the staff in a more formal way at the end of every Board of Trustees meeting to 
update them fully on the issues discussed and the decisions made. This has been done consistently at all 
subsequent Board meetings. Management began providing staff with updated information on the process 
and progress of the Board during Annual Program Reviews. Greater interaction between Board members 
and staff has been encouraged and facilitated during and in between the Board meetings. 
6. Board self-evaluation 
The Board studies the self-evaluations 
carried out to date and come to 
consensus on appropriate follow-up 
action. (Pg. 66) 
ICRAF Response: Agree.  
 
Action Taken since 1998: The Board took this suggestion seriously and instituted a formal Board self-
assessment exercise that has become a regular part of every Board meeting during the intervening years. 
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7. Quarterly financial reporting  
A comprehensive financial report 
should be sent quarterly to all 
members of the Board. (Pg. 66) 
 
ICRAF Response: Agree.  
 
Action Taken since 1998: Quarterly financial reports have been prepared and distributed to all Board 
members consistently since 1998. ICRAF is in the process of developing a web-based financial report that 
the Board of Trustees can access monthly. 
8. Center reserves 
The Board revisits its policies 
regarding the accumulation of reserves 
in the light of ICRAF’s current 
financial position. (pg. 70) 
 
ICRAF Response: Agree  
 
Action Taken since 1998: The Board reviewed the existing practice and approved a new policy at the 33rd 
Board of Trustees meeting in November 1998. Subsequently, Management has budgeted funds to build the 
Center’s reserves in the annual budgeting process. As a result of sustained implementation of this policy, 
and careful financial management, the Center’s reserves have steadily increased. They currently stand are 
at the upper threshold set of good financial health for the two key financial indicators recommended by the 
CG secretariat to measure short and long term financial stability of a Center.  
 
9. Center overhead policy 
The issue of overhead collection should 
be debated more openly at the System 
level. (Pg. 71). 
ICRAF Response: Agree  
 
Action Taken since 1998: ICRAF prepared and the Board approved a new policy on indirect cost recovery 
at the 33rd BOT meeting in November 1998. This policy has been shared with the CG secretariat who 
undertook a system-wide examination of this issue. ICRAF's overhead recovery policy is fully line with 
what has been recommended by the CG secretariat under the Financial Guidelines. The issue of full 
overhead recovery and inter-Center overhead recovery is an ongoing discussion among the CG Centers. 
ICRAF has been successful in increasing its overhead recoveries from restricted grants to over $2.5 M in 
2004 from approximately 1.0M in 1998. The overhead recovered represents approximately 14% recovery in 
2004 as compared to 9% in 1998. 
 
10. Center overhead rates 
Collected overhead be allocated against 
the services it is designed to pay for, 
releasing unrestricted funds for 
allocation wherever they are needed to 
cover priority research. (Pg. 71). 
 
ICRAF Response: Agree  
 
Action Taken since 1998: This is now the current practice. Nevertheless, the amount of overheads 
recovered is only approximately 40-50% of the total expenditure classified as overhead activities of the 
Center. The reason for the under-recovery is the deep reluctance of many donors to permit us to write full 
overhead recovery into our restricted grants.  
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11. Budget authorization 
The budget should be made more 
flexible by reducing the number of 
units to which budgets and budgetary 
authority are assigned. (Pg. 74). 
ICRAF Response: The current level of activity definition and allocation of budgets to these activities be 
kept for 1999, since the current budget system has just been introduced. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: The 1999 Program of Work and Budget was constructed at the Task level, and 
this practice has been continued. We have found that our budget software is sufficiently powerful to be 
able to extract information in various formats and various levels of aggregation. We have continued to 
assess the system in the intervening years, and have concluded that it has worked well for both the 
individual scientists, project managers, and the senior leadership. Currently budgets are organized under 
Themes, Regions, and Support units. Each unit has a clear relationship to the MTP objectives of the Center. 
Under our new structure the number of cost centers has been reduced significantly. There are plans to 
reduce these cost centers further by adopting the MTP objectives as the lowest level of a task across the 
center. It is anticipated that this may bring further uniformity to the budget structure across the center. 
 
12. Staff time allocation 
Management request staff annually to 
aggregate the information regarding 
distribution of staff time; FINAD can 
then consolidate the information to 
make comparisons with the budgeted 
and actual figures and feed the 
analysis into subsequent budgets. (Pg. 
75). 
 
ICRAF Response: Benefits to be gained from implementing this suggestion may not outweigh against the 
costs that will be incurred. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: Staff time is budgeted at a minimum level of .5 person months in the Program of 
Work and Budget (POWB). Staff times in the POWB are reflected against staff objectives and deliverables. 
Time allocation and performance are handled through annual performance assessments. We would 
anticipate major additional transaction costs in having staff report their time allocation and actual time 
usage on a more detailed basis. We have noted that in other scientific institutions where this has been done 
(IWMI, CSIRO) it has resulted in major disaffection among scientists. Thus, we do not have an intention to 
do additional recording and analysis of time performance. Staff time is charged at actuals to activities 
based on an annual time plan. If there are material changes to the allocation of staff time in the annual time 
plans these are adjusted during the year.  
 
13. External audit services 
The Board develops a policy regarding 
the appropriate duration of 
contracting with a single external 
audit firm. (Pg. 75). 
ICRAF Response: Agree with this and ask the Board Audit Committee to come up with a policy. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: The question raised regarding the external auditor was addressed in a paper 
distributed by the Director of Management Services to the Board of Trustees in November 1998. In brief, 
although the company undertaking the external audit of ICRAF remained the same for several years, the 
manager undertaking the audit changed on a regular basis (every 3 years). In 2000 ICRAF called for bids 
and after a comprehensive evaluation the Board selected PriceWaterhouseCoopers to continue as ICRAF’s 
External Auditors with a proviso that the audit team including the partner be changed. In 2004 ICRAF 
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called for bids and after evaluating the proposals, the board appointed KPMG as ICRAF's External 
Auditors for 2005.  
 
14. Seconded staff 
The Center seeks more seconded staff 
from collaborating NARS as well, in 
order to ensure that staff diversity is 
maintained. (Pg. 75). 
ICRAF Response: We agree in principle but subject to availability of funds. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: The Human Resources Unit spearheaded a discussion at the 1999 Management 
Retreat on gender and diversity and several proposals were put forward that are being followed up.  
The Center has developed a gender and diversity policy with specific goals and targets to guide our 
progress along these lines throughout our global operations. The Director of Corporate Services is 
responsible for spearheading the achievement of the policy at the level of the Senior Leadership Team with 
the full support of the Director General.  
Attracting seconded staff from collaborating national institutions is an important component of our 
operational strategy, not only to enhance our gender and diversity, but also to embody a relatively cost-
effective way to build staff capacity in our institution and those with whom we collaborate on 
secondments. We now have a substantial number of seconded staff attached to our regional programs. One 
particularly apropos example is our Sahelian Program, which has built its entire regional program around 
a model that encompasses a small team of internationally-recruited scientists networking with a much 
larger team of seconded staff that are deputed to the Center from the national research centers in the 
several countries of the region where we work. This model has likewise now been deployed as the basis for 
the development of our new regional program in South Asia, where the efforts of a very small core team of 
Center staff are supplemented by seconded and volunteer scientists that are enhancing our work in India, 
Sri Lanka, and Bangladesh. 
 
15. Staff ratios 
Management considers whether a 
progressive change in the ratio of 
national professional to international 
staff would be a cost efficient measure 
without detriment to the quality of the 
research output. (Pg. 76). 
ICRAF Response: Whenever there is a vacancy we look into this possibility. In the past we have replaced 
international staff positions with nationally-recruited staff and will continue to do so where appropriate. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: We have seriously moved to fully explore the potential of increasing the ratio of 
national professional staff to internationally-recruited staff in order to enhance the cost-effectiveness of our 
work without depreciating its quality. We have sought to support our internationally-recruited scientists in 
building a more adequate pool of nationally-recruited professionals to support the research endeavours. 
We have instituted a staff category of regionally-recruited staff to serve as an intermediate level in staff 
capability for selected functions. We have increasingly been relying on nationally-recruited professionals at 
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the PhD level to lead our country programs. Likewise, we have increasingly turned to senior nationally-
recruited staff to manage key aspects of our corporate services at the headquarters and in the regions. 
These changes have been facilitated by our one-staff policy that has enabled the salary scales for senior 
nationally-recruited and regionally-recruited staff to integrate with those for internationally-recruited staff. 
 
16. PhD support 
Management reviews the applications 
of highly qualified individuals who 
make a proposal to pursue a PhD 
degree with the full support of their 
supervisors. (Pg. 77). 
 
ICRAF Response in 1998: We cannot agree with this as ICRAF cannot guarantee an international position 
to those national professional staff that leave ICRAF to take up further postgraduate studies. We will 
proved advice, information on scholarships and research thesis here. Not willing to keep overqualified 
people in a national professional job. 
 
Action Taken since 1998: In recent years we have changed our approach to this topic, and now fully agree 
with the recommendation. We are strongly encouraging our nationally-recruited professionals to 
undertake PhD programs wherever appropriate. And due to the development of our one-staff policy we 
are now in a position to offer these individuals a nationally-recruited PhD position upon their completion 
of the degree if a suitable position is available and funds are sourced for it. These individuals are also 
entitled to compete along with other external candidates for internationally-recruited positions as these 
become available. 
 
17. Audit of operational systems  
The Internal Auditor should also 
undertake, on a selective basis, an 
audit of the operational systems 
themselves –for example ICRAF’s 
policies and procedures in such areas 
as cost control, management 
accounting and reporting, human 
resources and institutional/research 
management. (Pg. 79) 
 
ICRAF Response: Agree 
 
Action Taken since 1998: Internal audit now incorporates a wide range of reviews concerning research and 
support operations in its annual work plans. These include reviews of project activity management, 
management of research data, project costing, donor reporting, and also reviews of the research support 
units (soils laboratory, training unit, and GIS systems). In the areas of operations and finance, reviews of 
bio-safety/environmental safety, occupational health and safety, stores management, travel, information 
technology (IT) /communications services, Human Resources Management, Budgeting, Resource 
Mobilisation, Financial systems and reporting are now routinely among the areas in which it has now been 
doing audits. The work plan is drawn up to cover a 5-year term, a period within which all the above areas, 
and a number of others, are expected to be covered. Audits of IT/Communication services, travel, bio-
safety/environmental safety, occupational health and safety, stores management have been done quite 
recently. 
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ANNEX 7 
ICRAF 2005 allocation of staff by Regions and Themes and budget 
Table A: Staff time (months)
Theme
 Staff    
Category
African 
Humid 
Tropics
East and 
Central 
Africa
Latin 
America South Asia
Southeast 
Asia
Southern 
Africa The Sahel Totals
Thematic 
Leadership Global Units Totals
IRS                 32.0               84.0               8.0                 2.5                  4.5                  24.3                    20.5                   175.8 7 11 193.8                
NPS                 25.0               60.5               9.0               22.0              101.0                  64.0                    44.0                   325.5 3.5 34.5 363.5                
IRS                   1.0               84.0               1.0                14.5                  77.5                    39.0                   217.0 11 228.0                
NPS                   3.5               45.5              226.5                  74.5                    59.0                   409.0 5 414.0                
IRS               24.5               2.0                 1.0                34.8                    6.8                      2.5                     71.5 14.5 86.0                  
NPS                   5.5               23.0              161.5                      -                     190.0 1 191.0                
IRS                   1.5 24.0                            2.5                12.0                  28.5                    10.5                     79.0 11 26 116.0                
NPS                   2.0               28.0                32.0                  37.5                    18.0                   117.5 12 20 149.5                
IRS                   5.0               13.0 4.5              11.0                             20.3                  31.5                      6.0                     91.3 11 0 102.3                
NPS                 12.0               30.0 1.0              14.0                             72.0                  42.0                    21.0                   192.0 10 3 205.0                
87.5               373.5            22.5            25.5              679.0             386.5               220.5                               1,795.0 86.0               94.5               1,975.5             
Table B: Centre budget (US$)          30,858,948 
Theme
African 
Humid 
Tropics
East and 
Central 
Africa
Latin 
America South Asia
Southeast 
Asia
Southern 
Africa The Sahel Regional Totals
Thematic 
Leadership Global Units Totals
% of total 
theme 
investment
% of Centre 
total
Trees and 
Markets        1,127,075      1,685,118       224,952         165,291          518,617            821,420           1,074,338 5,616,810           395,652         636,125         6,648,587         31 22
Land and People 26,968                1,725,097         14,387 47,000                   919,443         1,201,509              865,315 4,799,719           415,859         5,215,578         26 17
Environmental 
Services 24,270                1,250,006         15,774           36,719       1,636,290            120,053                55,873 3,138,984           527,409         3,666,393         17 12
Strengthening 
Institutions           168,477 730,493              108,309 14,000                   464,277            409,886              268,021 2,163,464           440,042         1,064,729      3,668,235         12 12
Administration 
and Regional 
Coordination           168,683 334,865                91,661 243,130                 627,575            757,351              260,009 2,483,274           2,483,274         14 8
1,515,473      5,725,579     455,083      506,140        4,166,203      3,310,219        2,523,556         18,202,252         1,778,962      1,700,854      21,682,068       100 70
Table C: Equivalent of Staff numbers
Theme
 Staff    
Category
African 
Humid 
Tropics
East and 
Central 
Africa
Latin 
America South Asia
Southeast 
Asia
Southern 
Africa The Sahel Totals
Thematic 
Leadership Global Units Totals
IRS 2.7 7.0 0.7 0.2 0.4 2.0 1.7 14.6 0.6 0.9 16
NPS 2.1 5.0 0.8 1.8 8.4 5.3 3.7 27.1 0.3 2.9 30
IRS 0.1 7.0 0.1 0.0 1.2 6.5 3.3 18.1 0.9 0.0 19
NPS 0.3 3.8 0.0 0.0 18.9 6.2 4.9 34.1 0.4 0.0 35
IRS 0.0 2.0 0.2 0.1 2.9 0.6 0.2 6.0 1.2 0.0 7
NPS 0.5 1.9 0.0 0.0 13.5 0.0 0.0 15.8 0.1 0.0 16
IRS 0.1 2.0 0.2 0.0 1.0 2.4 0.9 6.6 0.9 2.2 10
NPS 0.2 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.7 3.1 1.5 9.8 1.0 1.7 12
IRS 0.4 1.1 0.4 0.9 1.7 2.6 0.5 7.6 0.9 0.0 9
NPS 1.0 2.5 0.1 1.2 6.0 3.5 1.8 16.0 0.8 0.3 17
7 35 2 4 57 32 18 156 7 8 171
Trees and 
Markets
Land and People
Environmental 
Services
Strengthening 
Institutions
Administration 
and Regional 
Coordination
Administration 
and Regional 
Coordination
Trees and 
Markets
Land and People
Environmental 
Services
Strengthening 
Institutions
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ANNEX 8 
Resource mobilization summary information 1999-2004 
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TABLE A6.16 WORLD AGROFORESTRY PROGRAM AND RESOURCE HIGHLIGHTS, 2000-2004
ACTUAL 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Center income (millions of US dollars) 
Agenda funding 21.4 21.6 21.3 27.3 29.7
(of which percent unrestricted) 37% 31% 32% 31% 32%
Center earned income 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.5
Advance/draw on reserves 0.1
Total 22.4 22.2 21.9 27.9 30.2
Member funding (millions of US dollars) 
Europe 11.3 11.3 11.1 15.0 15.3
Pacific Rim 1.3 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.9
North America 3.6 3.7 4.0 5.1 5.8
Developing countries 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.2
International and regional organizations 4.0 3.5 3.1 3.1 3.1
Foundations 0.5 0.8 0.8 1.2 1.2
Non-members 0.6 1.2 1.2 1.4 2.9
Total 21.4 21.6 21.3 27.0 29.4
Top three contributors
Canada World Bank World Bank Sweden Sweden 
Sweden Sweden Sweden Canada Canada 
Netherlands Canada Canada E.C. Netherlands 
Staffing (number)
Internationally recruited staff 47 42 50 52 51
Support staff 258 357 276 402 406
Total 305 399 326 454 457
Agenda program expenditures by outputs (percent)
Germplasm improvement 5% 5% 3% 3% 5%
Germplasm collection 4% 4% 4% 9% 11%
Sustainable production 47% 46% 48% 42% 35%
Policy 17% 17% 14% 25% 23%
Enhancing NARS 27% 28% 30% 21% 26%
Total (millions of US dollars) 20.8 22.9 21.8 27.4 28.5             
Object expenditures (percent)
Personnel costs 54% 42% 55% 46% 47%
Supplies/services 31% 31% 30% 27% 27%
Collaboration/Partnerships 15% 7%
Travel 11% 10% 11% 9% 15%
Depreciation 5% 5% 5% 4% 4%
Regional expenditures (percent)
Sub-Saharan Africa 76% 82% 82% 79% 81%
Asia 17% 13% 14% 17% 16%
Latin America and the Caribbean 7% 5% 4% 3% 3%
Central and West Asia and North Africa 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Result of operations 1.6 (0.7) 0.2 0.5 1.8
Center financial information
Unrestricted net assets excluding fixed assets 5.2 7.7 8.6 5.0 6.9
Liquidity indicators
Working capital (days expenditure) 30 101 123 128 152
Current ratio 1.3 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.8
Adequacy of reserve indicator
Net assets excluding F.A/ expenditures in days 96                 128               152               71                92                
Fixed asset indicators
Capital expenditure (millions of US dollars) 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.4 1.2
Capital expenditure / depreciation (percent) 40% 55% 31% 37% 97%  
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ANNEX 9 
ICRAF publications produced 1998-2004 according to Themes  
 
THEME Trees and Markets Land and People Environmental 
Services 
Strengthening 
Institutions 
TOTALS 
FOCAL 
AREA 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4  
Books 3 11 9 7 4 19 4 18 10 5 11 3 32 55 9 11 5 216 
Book chapters 2 4 5 9 6 25 5 8 5 6 4 2 8 16 4 7 4 120 
Conf.  paper 8 6 9 9 5 3 1 17 10 2 2 2 3 3 1 3 1 85 
Journal article 15 38 18 15 11 69 17 65 4 3 15 12 25 9 4 1 2 323 
Proceedings        1  1     3 1 1 7 
Totals 28 59 41 40 26 116 27 109 29 17 32 19 68 83 21 23 13 751 
Percentages 14% 30% 21% 21% 13% 41% 10% 39% 10% 13% 24% 14% 50% 59% 15% 16% 9%  
TOTALS 194 281 136 140  
Percentages 22% 38% 18% 19%  
 
 
Trees and Markets 
1. Market analysis and support to tree product enterprises 
2. Sustainable seed and seedling systems for sound conservation and use of 
genetic resources of agroforestry trees 
3. Tree domestication with intensification and diversification of tree 
cultivation systems 
4. Farmer-led development and scaling up of tree-based options 
5. Enhanced utilization of tree diversity at the landscape level 
 
Land and People 
1. Improving rural livelihoods through integrated soil fertility management 
2. Conserving soil and water for productive agricultural landscapes 
3. Sustaining productive farming systems through improved agroforestry 
management 
4. Reaching the poorest land users with land management interventions 
 
Environmental Services 
1. Watershed management: Pro-poor strategies to enhance the positive 
contributions of  agroforestry to watershed functions 
2. Use and conservation of biological diversity in multi-functional landscapes 
3. Climate change mitigation and adaptation for rural development 
4. Environmental Policy: Harmonizing policy for environmental stewardship 
and rural development 
 
Strengthening Institutions 
1. Strengthening agricultural research institutions and systems 
2. Strengthening the agroforestry capacity of development institutions and 
systems 
3. Strengthening educational institutions and systems 
4. Fostering inter-institutional collaboration and knowledge management
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ANNEX 10 
Corporate Services Staff by region and staffing grade category 
 
Permanent Temporary   
Region/Unit IRS NPS GSS IRS NPS GSS Totals 
Center Total  3.5 48 96 0 3 25 175.5 
HQ Total 2.5 17 27 0 2 10 58.5 
Regional Total* 1 31 69 0 1 15 117 
HQ, DCS 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 
HQ, FSU 1 5 8 0 0 5 19 
HQ, HRU 0 2 3 0 1 2 8 
HQ, Security 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
HQ, IT 0.5 3 5 0 0 1 9.5 
HQ, Operations 0 0 7 0 1 2 10 
HQ, Procurement 0 2 2 0 0 0 4 
HQ, Protocol Services 0 1 0.5 0 0 0 1.5 
HQ, Conference & Visitor Services 0 1 0.5 0 0 0 1.5 
HQ, Travel 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 
Alternatives to Slash-and-Burn 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
African Highlands Initiative 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Africa Humid Tropics 0 1 6 0 0 4 11 
Eastern Africa 0 1 5 0 0 3 9 
Latin America 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Sahel 0 2 5 0 1 5 13 
Southeast Asia 1 20 27 0 0 3 51 
South Asia 0 1 2 0 0 0 3 
Southern Africa 0 3 23 0 0 0 26 
 
*Includes the two US$ programs: Alternatives to Slash-and-Burn and African Highlands 
Initiative 
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Corporate Services Staff by grade over the last three years 
 
Staff 
Grade* 2005 2004 2003 
P8 1 1 1 
P7 1 1 1 
P6 0.5 1 1 
P5 0 0 0 
P4 1 1 0 
P3 10 8 7 
P2 3 5 6 
P1 3 2 2 
G9 7 6 8 
G8 6 7 8 
G7 3 5 5 
G6 4 4 7 
G5 2 1 1 
G4 4 6 5 
G3 2 3 4 
G2 0 0 0 
G1 0 0 0 
Temp 12 3 0 
Totals 59.5 54 56 
 
*P=professional staff grade 
G= general support staff grade 
 128 
ANNEX 11 
Corporate Services budget 2003-5 
 
  Actual results 2003   Actual results 2004   Estimate  2005 (Rolling Budget)  
  Restricted   Core   Total   Restricted   Core   Total   Restricted   Core   Total  
  US$   US$   US$   US$   US$   US$   US$   US$   US$  
Director of Corporate 
Services            13,369        524,335        537,704                     -          483,936        483,936                     -          440,214         440,214  
Human Resources unit                    -          308,394        308,394                     -          283,192        283,192                     -          266,748         266,748  
Financial Services Unit              8,725        548,673        557,398             13,116        637,819        650,935  
           
10,489        687,544         698,033  
Information Technology Unit              8,744        127,822        136,566                     -          178,269        178,269                     -          317,188         317,188  
Operations Unit                    -          581,140        581,140                     -          476,370        476,370                     -          409,995         409,995  
 Total             30,838     2,090,364     2,121,202             13,116     2,059,586     2,072,702  
           
10,489     2,121,688      2,132,177  
a) Corporate Services Units Total expenses 2003 & 2004 & estimated for 2005
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ANNEX 12 
Senior leadership and essential services budget 2005 (US$)
Board of Trustees 226,721 
Office of the Director General 633,167 
Deputy Director General for Programs 421,261 
Director of Strategic Initiatives 607,343 
Director of Corporate Services 440,214 
Human Resources Unit 266,748 
Financial Services Unit 698,033 
Information Technology Unit 317,188 
Operations Unit 409,995 
Total 4,020,669 
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ANNEX 13 
ICRAF Current Board of Trustees 
 
Trustee Tenure Board Committees Gender Nationality Discipline 
  Joined 1st Tenure 2nd Tenure         
Eugene Terry 1999 April 2002 April  2007 April * C-BOT, C-EFC, M-NC, M-OC, M-
PC, M-RMC 
M Sierra Leone Plant Pathology 
Sergio Trindade 2000 April 2003 April  2006 April  V-BOT, C-AC, M-EFC, M-OC, M-
PC, M-RMC,  
M Brazil Environment 
Mark Adams 2000 April 2003 April  2006 April  C-PC, M-AC, M-RMC M Australia Botany 
Kees van Dijk 2000 April 2003 April  2006 April  C-RMC, M-NC, M-PC  M Netherlands Development 
Robert Scholes 2000 April 2003 April  2006 April  C-NC, M-OC, M-PC  M South Africa Silviculture 
Seyfu Ketema 2001 April  2004 April  2007 April  M-AC, M-PC  M Ethiopia Plant Breeding 
Ragnhild Lund 2002 April  2005 April 2008 April M-NC, M-OC, M-PC  F Norway Geography 
Kiyoshi Tanaka 2003 April  2006 April   C-RMC, M-AC, M-PC M Japan Agricultural Economics 
Lynn Haight 2003 April  2006 April   C-AC, M-OC, M-PC, M-RMC F Canada Finance 
Sara Scherr 2003 April  2006 April   C-OC, M-PC  F United States Agricultural Economics 
Dina Tewari 2004 April  2007 April   M-PC, M-OC, M-NC M India Planning 
Linxiu Zhang 2004 April  2007 April   M-PC, M-AC, M-RM F China Agricultural Economics 
Romano Kiome (ex-officio, Host 
Country Rep) 
2004 March Continuous M-PC M Kenya Agronomy 
Catherine Padoch  
(ex-officio, CIFOR Rep) 
2004 March Continuous M-PC, M-NC, M-RMC,  F United States Anthropology 
Dennis Garrity 
(ex-officio, DG) 
2001 Oct Continuous M-PC M United States Agronomy 
 
Key 
*: extension due to EPMR C: Chair   AC: Audit Committee    
VC: Vice Chair  M: Member  PC: Program Committee   
EFC: Executive and Finance Committee OPC: Operations Committee  
RMC: Resource Mobilization Committee 
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ANNEX 14 
Tentative guidelines for senior management’s regularly scheduled institutional performance reviews 
 
1. Outreach activities (all kinds) 
2. Resource mobilization 
o Resource-mobilization strategy: status & performance 
o Proposals: 
- Bidding opportunities identified  
- Number and kind submitted  
- Number and kind funded  
- Number and kind rejected, with analysis of why  
- 6-month prospective pipeline (rolling review)  
3. Financial condition: status, prospects, actions needed. 
4. Publications program 
o Pipeline 
o Submissions 
o Status 
o Issues 
o Actions needed 
5. Partner relationships:  
o Regular spot-check to see whether partners believe ICRAF is fulfilling its commitments under their 
MOUs.  
o Assessment of strengths, weaknesses, and needs of principal existing partners & potential ones 
o Actions needed 
6. Work Portfolio Review. On a regular cycle (perhaps semiannually), focus in depth on either a selected region or 
a theme. Overall, in which areas is progress most promising? Most problematic? What actions seem to be called 
for? Should resources be redeployed or attention shifted? 
7. Performance Monitoring  
o Budgets: Are total R&D budgets in line with anticipated spending? 
o Management performance of research projects--How well is ICRAF managing its special projects? 
Are they: 
- On track according to work plans?  
- Reporting on time and with acceptable quality to donors, both technically and financially?  
o Progress reporting/review of MTP and regional operating plans: performance against plan, with 
identification of issues, analysis of reasons for deviations, and actions needed.  
8. Staffing-related issues:  
o Contracts expiring in next six months, along with special issues that need to be addressed;  
o Projected staffing needs (short-/medium-/long-term), and activities planned or in progress to 
address them;  
o Activities and progress toward gender and diversity goals, along with issues that need attention or 
special efforts.  
o Coaching/mentoring/development needs of and provisions for Regional Coordinators and other 
key staff/managers 
9. Regional/country office issues—reviewed thematically (i.e. incidents clustered and analyzed), to identify 
possible deficiencies in support or control, emerging areas of unmet need. 
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ANNEX 15 
Matrix management  
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ANNEX 16 
Abbreviations, Acronyms, Definitions 
AC Audit Committee 
ADG Assistant Director General 
AF Agroforestry 
AFTP Agroforestry Tree Product 
AHI African Highlands Initiative 
AHT African Humid Tropics 
AIDS acquired immunodeficiency syndrome 
ANAFE African Network for Agroforestry Education  
ARI Advanced Research Institute 
ARIADNE the European Knowledge Pool, and the Commonwealth of Learning 
ASARECA Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research in East and Central Africa 
ASB Alternatives to Slash-and-Burn system-wide program 
BACIP Before-After-Control-Impact-Pairing 
BoT Board of Trustees 
CAADP Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program 
CATIE Centro Agronómico Tropical de Investigación y Enseñanza 
CBO community - based organization 
CCERs Center Commissioned External Reviews 
CDC Center Directors Committee 
CFO Chief Financial Officer 
CGIAR Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research 
CIDA Canadian International Development Agency 
CIAT International Center for Tropical Agriculture 
CIFOR Center for International Forestry Research 
CMC Certified Management Consultant 
COMESA Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa 
CORAF Conférence de Responsables de Recherche Agronomique Africain 
COSOFAP Consortium for Scaling-Up Options for Increasing Farm Productivity 
CP  Challenge Program 
CPA Certified Public Accountant 
CS Corporate Services 
DDG Deputy Director General 
DFID Department for International Development 
DG Director General 
DSI Director of Strategic Initiatives 
ECA East and Central Africa 
ECOWAS Economic Community of West African States 
EMBRAPA Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária  
EPMR External Program and Management Review 
ES Environmental Services 
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ExCo Executive Committee 
FALLOW modelling software program 
FANR Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources of SADC 
FAO Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 
FARA Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa 
FSU Financial Services Unit 
G & D Gender and Diversity 
GIS geographical information system 
GRU Germplasm Resources Unit 
GSS General Service Staff 
HIV human immunodeficiency virus 
IA internal auditor 
ICRAF World Agroforestry Center 
ICT Information and Communication Technology 
IDRC International Development Research Center (Canada) 
IFAD International Fund for Agriculture and Development 
IFT indigenous fruit, nut and medicinal trees 
ILRI International Livestock Research Institute 
INBAR International Network for Bamboo and Rattan 
INRM integrated natural resource management 
IP Intellectual Property 
IPCC Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change 
IPG International Public Good 
IPGRI International Plant Genetics Research Institute 
IRDC International Development Research Center 
IRM Integrated Resource Management 
IRRI International Rice Research Institute 
IRS internationally recruited staff 
IT Information Technology 
IUCN The World Conservation Union 
LA Latin America 
Landcare Philippine-originated movement of farmer-led organizations that share knowledge about 
sustainable and profitable agriculture while conserving natural resources 
LP Land and People 
MDGs Millennium Development Goals 
MRED Market Research and Enterprise Development 
MTP Medium Term Plan 
MVP Millennium Villages Project 
NARES National Agricultural Research and Extension System 
NARIs national agricultural and forestry research institutions and organizations 
NARS national agricultural research system 
NC Nominations Committee 
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NEPAD New Partnership for Africa’s Development 
NGO non-governmental organization 
NIRA Near Infra-red Analysis 
NPS National Professional Staff 
NRM natural resource management 
NRS nationally recruited professional staff 
OC Operations Committee 
OSI Office of Strategic Initiatives 
PC Program Committee 
PEC Project Evaluation Committee 
PPM Personnel Policy Manual 
RC Regional Coordinator 
RDA Research – Development - Application 
R&D research and development 
RELMA Regional Land Management Unit of ICRAF 
RMC Risk Management Committee 
RUPES Rewarding the Upland Poor of Asia for Environmental Services 
SA Southern Africa 
SADC Southern Africa Development Community 
SAS South Asia 
SEA Southeast Asia 
SEANAFE Southeast Asian Network for Agroforestry Education 
SI Strengthening Institutions 
SIDA Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency 
SLT  Senior Leadership Team 
SOFECSA  Soil Fertility Consortium of Southern Africa 
SPF Strategic Planning Framework 
SROs Subregional Organizations 
SSA  Sub-Saharan Africa  
SWEPs Systemwide & Ecoregional Programs 
TL Theme Leader 
TM Trees and Markets 
TOFNET Trees-on-Farm Network 
UGADEN Uganda Agroforestry Development Network 
UNCCD United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification 
UNEP United Nations Environment Program 
UNDP United Nations Development Program 
USAID US Agency for International Development 
US$ United States dollar 
WaNuLCAS water, nutrient and light capture in agroforestry systems model 
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